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CONVENING AT 7:30 P.M. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  Submitted By 
      The City Manager 



 

 

TO:   The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
   Troy, Michigan 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Background Information and Reports 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
This booklet provides a summary of the many reports, communications and 
recommendations that accompany your Agenda.  Also included are suggested or 
requested resolutions and/or ordinances for your consideration and possible 
amendment and adoption. 
 
Supporting materials transmitted with this Agenda have been prepared by 
department directors and staff members.  I am indebted to them for their efforts 
to provide insight and professional advice for your consideration. 
 
Identified below are goals for the City, which have been advanced by the 
governing body; and Agenda items submitted for your consideration are on 
course with these goals. 

 
Goals 

 
1. Minimize cost and increase efficiency of City government. 
2. Retain and attract investment while encouraging redevelopment. 
3. Effectively and professionally communicate internally and externally. 
4. Creatively maintain and improve public infrastructure. 
5. Protect life and property. 
 
As always, we are happy to provide such added information as your 
deliberations may require. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
John Szerlag, City Manager 



NOTICE:  People with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting should contact 
the City Clerk at (248) 524-3317 or via e-mail at clerk@ci.troy.mi.us at least two working days in advance of the 
meeting. An attempt will be made to make reasonable accommodations. 

      

 

 
CITY COUNCIL 

 
  AGENDA 

January 26, 2004 – 7:30 PM 
Council Chambers  

City Hall - 500 West Big Beaver 
Troy, Michigan 48084 

(248) 524-3317 

CALL TO ORDER 1 

INVOCATION & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – Pastor Brad Shirley – Zion Christian 
Church 1 

ROLL CALL 1 

PRESENTATIONS: No presentations scheduled. 1 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 1 

C-1 Rezoning Application (Z-597) – South Side of Long Lake Road – West of 
Rochester Road – Section 15 – R-1T to B-2 1 

C-2 Request for Commercial Vehicle Appeal – 1839 E. Wattles Road 1 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 3 

A. Items on the Current Agenda 3 

B.  Items Not on the Current Agenda 3 

CONSENT AGENDA – No Consent Agenda items submitted. 4 

REGULAR BUSINESS 4 

F-1  Minutes: Regular Meeting of January 12, 2004 and Special Meeting of January 20, 
2004 4 



F-2  Resolution to Excuse Council Member Lambert – Special Meeting of Tuesday, 
January 20, 2004 4 

F-3 Preliminary Plan Review – Crestwood Site Condominium – North of Wattles – 
East of Livernois – Part of the Crestfield Subdivision in the SW ¼ of Section 15 – 
R-1C 5 

F-4a Charter Revision Ballot Proposals 5 

F-4b Content Neutral Informational Brochures for Ballot Issues 6 

F-5 Wattles Ridge Site Condominium – South of Wattles – East of Rochester – 
Section 23 – R-1C 6 

F-6 Colleen Meadows Site Condominium - West of Dequindre Road and South of 
Square Lake Road – Section 12 – R-1C 6 

F-7 Final Plat Approval – The Estates at Cambridge Subdivision – East Side of Beach 
Road – North of Wattles – Section 18 – R-1B 7 

F-8 Request for Study Session to Discuss Council Members’ Responses During 
Individual Meetings with City Manager 7 

COUNCIL COMMENTS/COUNCIL REFERRALS 8 

Items Advanced to the City Manager by Individual City Council Members for Placement 
on the Agenda: 8 

1 Sign Permits for the Existing Building – 2795 E. Maple Road 8 

COUNCIL REFERRALS 8 

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS 8 

G-1 Letters of Appreciation 8 

(a) Letter from Donald E. Jakeway, President and CEO – Michigan Economic 
Development Corporation, to John Szerlag Thanking Him for His 
Presentation Relative to the Proposed Conference Center.................................. 8 

G-2 Calendar 8 



PUBLIC COMMENT 8 

STUDY ITEMS – No Study Items proposed. 8 
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CALL TO ORDER 

INVOCATION & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – Pastor Brad Shirley – Zion Christian 
Church 

ROLL CALL 

Mayor Matt Pryor 
Robin Beltramini  
Cristina Broomfield 
David Eisenbacher 
Martin F. Howrylak 
David A. Lambert  
Jeanne M. Stine 
 

PRESENTATIONS: No presentations scheduled. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

C-1 Rezoning Application (Z-597) – South Side of Long Lake Road – West of 
Rochester Road – Section 15 – R-1T to B-2 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01- 
Moved by  
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the R-1T to B-2 rezoning request, located on the south side of Long Lake 
Road, west of Rochester Road in Section 15, being 14.5 acres in size, is hereby DENIED, as 
recommended by City Management and the Planning Commission. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

C-2 Request for Commercial Vehicle Appeal – 1839 E. Wattles Road 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01- 
Moved by  
Seconded by 
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(a) Proposed Resolution A For Approval 
 
WHEREAS, Section 44.02.02 of Chapter 39, Zoning, of the Code of the City of Troy provides 
that actions to grant appeals to the restrictions on outdoor parking of commercial vehicles in 
residential districts pursuant to Section 40.66.00 of Chapter 39 of the Code of the City of Troy 
"shall be based upon at least one of the following findings by the City Council: 
 
A. The occurrence of the subject commercial vehicle on the residential site involved is 

compelled by parties other than the owner or occupant of the subject residential site 
(e.g. employer). 

 
B. Efforts by the applicant have determined that there are no reasonable or feasible 

alternative locations for the parking of the subject commercial vehicle. 
 
C. A garage or accessory building on the subject residential site cannot accommodate, or 

cannot reasonably be constructed or modified to accommodate, the subject commercial 
vehicle. 

 
D. The location available on the residential site for the outdoor parking of the subject 

commercial vehicle is adequate to provide for such parking in a manner which will not 
negatively impact adjacent residential properties, and will not negatively impact 
pedestrian and vehicular movement along the frontage street(s)."; and 

 
WHEREAS, The City Council of the City of Troy has found that the petitioner has demonstrated 
the presence of the following condition(s), justifying the granting of a variance:    
 
              . 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the request from Mr. Jim Laplante, 1839 E. 
Wattles Rd., for waiver of Chapter 39, Section 40.66.00, of the Code of the City of Troy, to 
permit outdoor parking of a Ford dump truck, a Ford stake truck, and three commercial trailers 
in a residential district is hereby APPROVED for   (not to exceed two years). 
 
OR 
 
(b) Proposed Resolution B For Denial 
 
WHEREAS, Section 44.02.02 of Chapter 39, Zoning, of the Code of the City of Troy provides 
that actions to grant appeals to the restrictions on outdoor parking of commercial vehicles in 
residential districts pursuant to Section 40.66.00 of Chapter 39 of the Code of the City of Troy 
"shall be based upon at least one of the following findings by the City Council: 
 
A. The occurrence of the subject commercial vehicle on the residential site involved is 

compelled by parties other than the owner or occupant of the subject residential site 
(e.g. employer). 

 
B. Efforts by the applicant have determined that there are no reasonable or feasible 

alternative locations for the parking of the subject commercial vehicle. 
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C. A garage or accessory building on the subject residential site cannot accommodate, or 
cannot reasonably be constructed or modified to accommodate, the subject commercial 
vehicle. 

 
D. The location available on the residential site for the outdoor parking of the subject 

commercial vehicle is adequate to provide for such parking in a manner which will not 
negatively impact adjacent residential properties, and will not negatively impact 
pedestrian and vehicular movement along the frontage street(s)."; and 

 
WHEREAS, The City Council of the City of Troy has not found that the petitioner has 
demonstrated the presence of condition(s), justifying the granting of a variance: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the request from Mr. Jim Laplante, 1839 E. 
Wattles Rd., for waiver of Chapter 39, Section 40.66.00, of the Code of the City of Troy, to 
permit outdoor parking of a Ford dump truck, a Ford stake truck, and three commercial trailers 
in a residential district is hereby DENIED. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:   

A. Items on the Current Agenda 
 
Any person not a member of the Council may address the Council with recognition of 
the Chair, after clearly stating the nature of his/her inquiry.  No person not a member of 
the Council shall be allowed to speak more than twice or longer than five (5) minutes on 
any question, unless so permitted by the Chair. The Council may waive the requirements 
of this section by a majority of the Council Members. Consistent with Order of Business 
#11, the City Council will move forward the specific Business Items which audience 
members would like to address. The Mayor shall announce the items which are to be 
moved forward and will ask the audience if there are any additional items which they 
would like to address. All Business Items that members of the audience would like to 
address will be brought forth and acted upon at this time. Items will be taken individually 
and members of the audience will address council prior to council discussion of the 
individual item. 

B.  Items Not on the Current Agenda 
 
After Council is finished acting on all Business Items that have been brought forward, 
the public is welcome to address the Mayor and Council on items that are specifically 
not on the agenda. (Rules of Procedure for the City Council, Article 15 as amended 
September 22, 2003) 
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CONSENT AGENDA – No Consent Agenda items submitted. 
 
The Consent Agenda includes items of a routine nature and will be approved with one 
motion.  That motion will approve the recommended action for each item on the Consent 
Agenda.  Any Council Member may remove an item from the Consent Agenda and have 
it considered as a separate item.  Any item so removed from the Consent Agenda shall 
be considered after other items on the consent business portion of the agenda have 
been heard. (Rules of Procedure for the City Council, Article 13, as amended September 
22, 2003) 
 
REGULAR BUSINESS 

Persons interested in addressing the City Council on items, which appear on the printed 
Agenda, will be allowed to do so at the time the item is discussed upon recognition by 
the Chair (during the public comment portion of the agenda item’s discussion). Other 
than asking questions for the purposes of gaining insight or clarification, Council shall 
not interrupt members of the public during their comments. For those addressing City 
Council, petitioners shall be given a fifteen (15) minute presentation time that may be 
extended with the majority consent of Council and all other interested people, their time 
may be limited to not more than twice nor longer than five (5) minutes on any question, 
unless so permitted by the Chair, in accordance with the Rules of Procedure of the City 
Council, Article 15, as amended September 22, 2003. Once discussion is brought back to 
the Council table, persons from the audience will be permitted to speak only by 
invitation by Council, through the Chair. 

F-1  Minutes: Regular Meeting of January 12, 2004 and Special Meeting of January 20, 
2004 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01-  
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the Minutes of the 7:30 PM Regular Meeting of January 12, 2004 and the 
Minutes of the 12:00 PM Special Meeting of January 20, 2004 be APPROVED as submitted. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-2  Resolution to Excuse Council Member Lambert – Special Meeting of Tuesday, 
January 20, 2004 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01-  
Moved by 
Seconded by 
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RESOLVED, That Council Member Lambert‘s absence at the Special City Council meeting of 
Tuesday, January 20, 2004 BE EXCUSED due to work commitments.  
 
Yes:  
No:  

F-3 Preliminary Plan Review – Crestwood Site Condominium – North of Wattles – 
East of Livernois – Part of the Crestfield Subdivision in the SW ¼ of Section 15 – 
R-1C 

 
City Management requests a 5-minute presentation regarding this item. 
 
NOTE: Petition submitted by adjacent residents ATTACHED. 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01- 
Moved by  
Seconded by 
 
(a)  Proposed Resolution A 
 
RESOLVED, That the Preliminary Site Plan as submitted by the petitioner, under Section 
34.30.00 of the Zoning Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential Development) for the 
development of a One-Family Residential Site Condominium known as Crestwood Site 
Condominium, which includes the extension of Tallman to the southwest but no vehicular 
connection to Wattles, as recommended for approval by the Planning Commission, located on 
the north side of Wattles Road, east of Livernois Road, including 23 home sites, within the R-
1C Zoning District, being 11.983 acres in size, is hereby APPROVED. 
 
OR 
 
(b)  Proposed Resolution B 
 
RESOLVED, That the Preliminary Site Plan as submitted by the petitioner, under Section 
34.30.00 of the Zoning Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential Development) for the 
development of a One-Family Residential Site Condominium known as Crestwood Site 
Condominium, which includes the extension of Tallman to the southwest and a vehicular 
connection to Wattles, as recommend3ed for approval by City management, located on the 
north side of Wattles Road, east of Livernois Road, including approximately 20 home sites, 
within the R-1C Zoning District, being 11.983 acres in size, is hereby APPROVED. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
 

F-4a Charter Revision Ballot Proposals 
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F-4b Content Neutral Informational Brochures for Ballot Issues 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01- 
Moved by  
Seconded by 
 
WHEREAS, Informational brochures were developed addressing ballot issues that will be 
placed before the voters on April 5, 2004; and 
 
WHEREAS, The information contained within these brochures is intended to educate the public 
so that they may make an informed decision; and 
 
WHEREAS, The information contained in these brochures meets the test of content neutrality. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That City Management is AUTHORIZED to publish 
and disseminate the informational brochures that are included as an attachment to the 
memorandum from the City Manager dated January 21, 2004 at an estimated cost of 
$9,500.00; and 
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That these informational brochures will be disseminated to all 
Troy households, and additional copies will be available at City Hall, the Library, the 
Community Center, and any other appropriate sites. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-5 Wattles Ridge Site Condominium – South of Wattles – East of Rochester – 
Section 23 – R-1C 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01- 
Moved by  
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the Preliminary Site Plan as submitted by the petitioner, under Section 
34.30.00 of the Zoning Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential development) for the 
development of a One-Family Residential Site Condominium known as Wattles Ridge Site 
Condominium and as recommended for approval by City Management and the Planning 
Commission, located south of Wattles Road, east of Rochester Road, including 14 home sites, 
within the R-1C Zoning District, being 4.92 acres in size is hereby APPROVED. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-6 Colleen Meadows Site Condominium - West of Dequindre Road and South of 
Square Lake Road – Section 12 – R-1C 
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Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01- 
Moved by  
Seconded by 
RESOLVED, That the Final Plan as submitted under Section 34.30.00 of the Zoning Ordinance 
(Unplatted One-Family Residential development) for the development of a One-Family 
Residential Site Condominium known as Colleen Meadows, located west of Dequindre Road 
and south of Square Lake Road, including 20 home sites, within the R-1C Zoning District, being 
7.5 acres in size, is hereby APPROVED, as recommended by City Management. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-7 Final Plat Approval – The Estates at Cambridge Subdivision – East Side of Beach 
Road – North of Wattles – Section 18 – R-1B 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01- 
Moved by  
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That Final Plat Approval for The Estates at Cambridge Subdivision, ten (10) lots, 
located on the east side of Beach Road and north of Wattles Road in Section 18, is hereby 
GRANTED, as recommended by City Management. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-8 Request for Study Session to Discuss Council Members’ Responses During 
Individual Meetings with City Manager 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2004-01- 
Moved by  
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That a Study Session to discuss Council Members’ responses during individual 
meetings with the City Manager be SCHEDULED for 7:30 PM in the Council Boardroom of 
Troy City Hall on _________, _________ _____, 2004 (preferred date is Monday, February 9, 
2004). 
 
Yes: 
No: 
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COUNCIL COMMENTS/COUNCIL REFERRALS 

Items Advanced to the City Manager by Individual City Council Members for Placement 
on the Agenda: 
 

1 Sign Permits for the Existing Building – 2795 E. Maple Road 
 

Mayor Pryor wishes to discuss the manner of paying for signage permits for canopies; 
specifically, the one at 2795 E. Maple Road. Included in the packet are photographs of 
the canopy in question as well as a memorandum from staff regarding sign permits for 
2795 E. Maple Road. 

 
COUNCIL REFERRALS 

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS 

 
G-1 Letters of Appreciation 
 
(a) Letter from Donald E. Jakeway, President and CEO – Michigan Economic Development 

Corporation, to John Szerlag Thanking Him for His Presentation Relative to the 
Proposed Conference Center 

 
G-2 Calendar 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Public Comment is limited to people who have not addressed Council during the 1st 
Public Comment section (Rules of Procedure for the City Council, Article 5 (15), as 
amended May 6, 2002). 

STUDY ITEMS – No Study Items proposed. 

It is City Management’s recommendation to recess the Regular meeting at this time and 
to immediately reconvene it in the Council Board Room to provide for a study 
environment. Additionally, it would be recommended that the Mayor request the City 
Clerk to post notice that the City Council meeting has been relocated to the Council 
Board Room. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
John Szerlag, City Manager 
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DATE: January 15, 2004 
 
TO: John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
FROM: Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 

Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item – PUBLIC HEARING – REZONING APPLICATION (Z 597) –

South side of Long Lake Road, West of Rochester Road, Section 15 – R-1T 
to B-2  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The rezoning request is inconsistent with the Future Land Use Plan, which classifies the 
property as Medium Density Residential. 
 
The current R-1T One Family Attached zoning district serves as a transition zone between 
the existing office and business zoning districts and the CR-1 One Family Cluster and R-1C 
One Family Residential located to the north and west.  Elimination of the R-1T zoning district 
transition area would negatively impact the adjacent one family residential neighborhood.  
The rezoning application is therefore incompatible with adjacent land uses and zoning 
districts. 
 
The Planning Commission recommended denial of the rezoning request at the November 
11, 2003 Public Hearing.  City Management concurs with the Planning Commission’s 
recommendation of denial of the B-2 rezoning request. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of Owner / Applicant: 
The owner of the property is Good Development Company, LLC.  The applicant is Long 
Lake Development Partners, LLC. 
 
Location of Subject Property: 
The property is located on the south side of Long Lake Road, west of Rochester Road, in 
Section 15. 
 
Size of Subject Parcel: 
The subject rezoning request is approximately 14.5 acres in area.  This request is part of a 
parcel of property that is already zoned B-2.  If this rezoning is approved, the entire parcel 
that will be zoned B-2 is approximately 16.6 acres in area. 
 
Current Use of Subject Property: 
The property is currently vacant. 

City of Troy
C-01
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Current Zoning Classification: 
R-1T One Family Attached. 
 
Proposed Zoning of Subject Parcel: 
B-2 Community Business. 
 
Proposed Uses and Buildings on Subject Parcel: 
The applicant is proposing to construct three retail buildings on the property:  Retail ‘A’ is 
136,433 square feet, Retail ‘B’ is 18,805 square feet, and Retail ‘C’ is 3,963 square feet.  
Total proposed commercial square footage is 159,201 square feet.   
 
Current Use of Adjacent Parcels: 
North: Child care center and one family residential. 
 
South: Versa-Tube industrial building. 
 
East: Commercial and office uses. 
 
West: One family residential. 
 
Zoning Classification of Adjacent Parcels:  
North: R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
South: M-1 Light Industrial. 
 
East: O-1 Office Building and B-2 Community Business. 
 
West: CR-1 One Family Residential Cluster and R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Range of Uses Permitted in Proposed Zoning District and Potential Build-out Scenario:  
 
PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED: 
 
Any retail business or service establishment permitted in B-1 Districts as Principal Uses 
Permitted and Uses Permitted Subject to Special Conditions. 
 
All retail business, service establishments, or processing uses as follows: 
 

Any retail business whose principal activity is the sale of merchandise in an 
enclosed building, except for those limited to or first permitted in the B-3 General 
Business District. 
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Any service establishment of a showroom or workshop nature, of an electrician, 
decorator, dressmaker, tailor, baker, painter, upholsterer; or an establishment doing 
radio or home appliance repair, photographic studios and reproduction and similar 
service establishments that require a retail adjunct. 

 
Business establishments which perform services on the premises, such as but not 
limited to:  banks, credit unions, savings and loan associations, loan companies, 
insurance offices, travel services, and real estate offices. 

 
Private clubs, fraternal organization, and lodge halls. 

 
Restaurants, or other places serving food or beverage, except those having the 
character of a drive-in or open front store. 
 
Theaters, assembly halls, concert halls or similar places of assembly, when 
conducted completely within enclosed buildings. 

 
Business schools and colleges or private schools operated for profit, not including 
nursery schools. 

 
Other uses similar to the above uses. 

 
Accessory structures and uses customarily incident to the above permitted uses. 

 
USES PERMITTED SUBJECT TO SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 
 

Drive-up windows or service facilities, as accessory to principal uses within B-2 
districts, apart from restaurants. 

 
Outside seating areas, of twenty (20) seats or less, for restaurants or other food 
service establishments. 

 
USES PERMITTED SUBJECT TO SPECIAL USE APPROVAL 
 

Drive-up windows or service facilities, as an accessory to restaurants permitted 
within this district. 

 
Bowling alley, billiard hall, indoor archery range, indoor skating, rinks, indoor tennis 
courts, athletic or health clubs, or similar forms of indoor commercial recreation, when 
the subject uses are located at least 100 feet from any Residential District. 

 
Open air business uses when developed as uses subordinate to primary uses and 
structures within the B-2 District. 
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Outside seating areas, in excess of twenty (20) seats, for restaurants, or other food 
service establishments. 

 
Facilities within a retail establishment for installation, in vehicles, of items sold at 
retail at that location. 

 
Vehicular access: 
Vehicular access will be provided to the parcel from both Long Lake Road and Rochester 
Road.  
 
Potential Stormwater and Utility Issues: 
The applicant will be required to adequately dispose of storm water on the property.   
 
Natural Features and Floodplains: 
The Natural Features Map indicates there is a small strip of woodlands located along the 
west property line.   
 
The application indicates that there are “problematic fill soils” on the property.  
 
Compliance with Future Land Use Plan: 
The property is classified as Medium Density Residential on the Future Land Use Plan.  The 
Medium Density Residential Classification correlates with the R-1T, R-2, R-M and R-EC 
zoning districts.  The B-2 request is not in consistent with the Future Land Use Plan. 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Maps (Location (2), Zoning, Aerial, Future Land Use Plan) 
2. Planning Commission Minutes, November 11, 2003 
3. Public Comment 
 
 
cc: Robert Roth, Applicant 
 Jill Bankey, Attorney 
 File (Z-#597) 
 
G:\REZONING REQUESTS\Z-597 C LONG LAKE RETAIL DEVEL SEC 15\CC Public Hearing Rezoning 1 15 04.doc 
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4. PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED REZONING (Z-597 D) – Proposed Retail 
Development, South side of Long Lake, West of Rochester Road, Section 15 – 
R-1T to B-2 
 
Mr. Savidant presented a summary of the Planning Department report for the 
proposed rezoning request for retail development.  Mr. Savidant reported that it is 
the recommendation of the Planning Department to deny the rezoning request 
because it is inconsistent with the Future Land Use Plan and is incompatible with 
adjacent land uses and zoning districts.  Mr. Savidant noted that the Planning 
Department has received numerous phone calls and inquiries regarding the 
rezoning application and is in receipt of a number of e-mail messages and letters 
voicing opposition to the rezoning request.   
 
Mr. Waller asked if the Planning Department received any additional information 
relating to the problematic nature of the property for residential purposes.  
 
Mr. Savidant responded in the negative.  
 
Jill Bankey, Attorney, was present to represent the petitioner.  Ms. Bankey 
introduced Robert Roth of Long Lake Development Partners, LLC, and Ralph 
Nunez of Design Team Limited.  She presented a brief background and history of 
the property.   
 
Ralph Nunez of Design Team Limited, 17255 W. Ten Mile Road, Southfield, gave 
a synopsis of his professional background.  Mr. Nunez gave a very thorough and 
impressive presentation on the proposed development; i.e., dynamics and 
planning aspects of the proposed development, current uses, transition to 
residential, traffic study, traffic access points, master land use plan, stormwater 
on site, and improvements to existing characteristics of the site. 
 
Mr. Miller noted to the petitioner that the City has updated the Master Land Use 
Plan and zoning map.  Mr. Nunez noted the changes as stated by Mr. Miller. 
 
Mr. Storrs indicated to the petitioner that he was personally aware of residents 
coming forward and requesting additional condominiums in Troy so that empty 
nesters could remain in Troy close to family and not have to be burdened with 
external maintenance.  He then asked the petitioner what rationale he had that 
said the area needed additional B-2 zoning. 
 
The petitioner did not have a response.   
 
Mr. Kramer commended the presentation of Mr. Nunez.  He asked the petitioner 
to address justification for additional B-2 zoning in the City, the feasibility and/or 
unfeasibility of residential development on the property, and the specifics in the 
transitional zoning.  Mr. Kramer also asked if consideration was given to the 
adjacent parcel as part of the proposed rezoning.   
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Mr. Nunez responded there was discussion with the owner of the adjacent parcel 
to the southwest with respect to attached residential zoning.  He stated that the 
petitioner does not have control of the residential property to the north.  Mr. 
Nunez stated that the petitioner is considering a big box retail development 
should the proposed rezoning be approved.   
 
Mr. Strat also commended the presentation of Mr. Nunez and requested a copy 
of the soils report with reference to the former property owner’s proposed 
residential development. 
Copies of the soils report were circulated to the Commission. 
 
Mr. Nunez said it is his belief that the soils report was a tool utilized by the former 
property owner to withdraw from the purchase agreement.   
 
Mr. Miller reported that Mr. Roth met with the Real Estate and Development 
Director to discuss development plans, and noted that a Planned Unit 
Development option was discussed.  Mr. Miller said there could be potential for a 
Brownfield redevelopment project at this location, but at this time it is not known if 
it would be advantageous.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 
 
Linda Thielfeldt of 646 Long Lake Road, Troy, was present.  She noted that the 
petitioner did not address the zoning to the north and the single family residential 
to the west, currently under construction by Harrington Development Company.  
Ms. Thielfeldt stated that the soils contamination matter discussed tonight is not 
as big of an issue as it may appear.  Ms. Thielfeldt said that the Master Plan 
Land Use, as well as the neighborhood surroundings, does not support the 
proposed rezoning.  She noted that three retail developments within the area are 
currently experiencing vacancies, and questioned the need for further 
commercial vacancies and potential blight from a big box retailer.  Ms. Thielfeldt 
voiced concerns with increased traffic and congestion, increased noise and light 
pollution, potential flooding and the home values of the affected residents.  She 
shared the Governor’s Cool Cities program promoting the initiative to make cities 
more attractive.  Ms. Thielfeldt referenced a problematic site in Birmingham 
(south of 15 mile, east of Eton) that, through creative planning and zoning, was 
developed as a residential and business development in a village type of setting.  
Ms. Thielfeldt asked the Commission’s recommendation to City Council for the 
proposed rezoning be one of denial now and in the future.   
 
Sahar Fakhouri was present on behalf of the builder who owns the property 
adjacent to the west of the proposed rezoning.  Ms. Fakhouri voiced strong 
opposition to the proposed rezoning for multiple reasons; one of much 
importance being that the property recently acquired from Choice Development 
was acquired with the understanding that it is adjacent to a residential 
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development.  Ms. Fakhouri said the rezoning would be a major detriment to their 
development and a major economic loss to the company.  Ms. Fakhouri reported 
that results of soils boring tests conducted for their development were negative.  
She further expressed a major concern with lights.  Ms. Fakhouri noted that they 
tried twice, to no avail, to make contact with the owner of the adjacent property.   
 
Mr. Kramer questioned the setbacks for the property to the east. 
 
Mr. Miller responded that it is approximately 100 feet from the residents because 
there is a single loaded road on the west side.   
 
Michael Chaffee of 5064 Shrewsbury, Troy, was present.  Mr. Chaffee said that 
living next door to a B-2 zoning district is not a buffer, but an area from which one 
wants to be buffered.  Mr. Chaffee believes that residential development could be 
achieved at the subject site. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 
 
Mr. Strat commented that after briefly looking at the soils test, it appears that 
approximately 6 feet of topsoil has been placed above the existing grade. 
 
Mr. Vleck said he would be more in favor of a Planned Unit Development project 
on this site, and noted his concerns with the transitional buffer zones. 
 
Resolution # PC-2003-11-051 
Moved by: Vleck 
Seconded by: Strat 
 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends denial to the 
City Council for the rezoning request from the R-1T to B-2 (Z-597) for the 
property located on the south side of Long Lake Road and west of Rochester 
Road within Section 15, being 14.5 acres in size, for the following reasons:  
 
1. The rezoning request is inconsistent with the Future Land Use Plan, which 

classifies the property as Medium Density Residential. 
 
2. The existing R-1T One Family Attached zoning district serves as a transition 

zone between the existing B-2 Community Business zoning district and the 
existing CR-1 One Family Cluster and R-1C One Family Residential zoning 
districts located to the north and west of the subject property.  Further, the 
elimination of the R-1T transition would negatively impact the adjacent 
residential neighborhoods.  The rezoning application is therefore incompatible 
with adjacent land uses and zoning districts. 

 
3. The petitioner could explore other multiple uses or buffer zone options.   
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Yes: Kramer, Littman, Schultz, Storrs, Strat, Vleck 
No: Waller 
Absent: Chamberlain, Wright 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
 
Mr. Waller said he agrees that the subject property could be used for other 
potential aspects.  He noted the Commission was deficient of any testimony for 
the subject site to be developed as a PUD or other multiple zoning uses, and that 
the plan before the Commission tonight could be a reasonable use for the site.   
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Troy Planning Department: 
 
I received the notification of the proposed rezoning of T2N, R11E, NE 1/4 Section of 15 from R-1T to B-2 and feel compelled to 
ask that you do not support this rezoning.  One only has to open their eyes and look around our wonderful community of Troy, 
and I firmly believe that they will realize that we are on the verge of having much too much commercial/business property 
development.   
 
Just observe what is very evident.  We have a great deal of traffic.  We have poor performing commercial/business space 
particularly at that four corner area of Rochester Road and Long Lake.  What our community could use more of is residential 
housing whether it be freestanding single family or attached such as townhomes.  Demand will be strong due to Troy's central 
location, good schools, ethnic/racial/religious diversity, and still good - but please be reminded fragile quality of life.  Plus, let's 
consider that quality of life.  Do we want more traffic, more potentially underperforming commercial/business space that then 
becomes vacant and rundown.  Our community runs the risk of becoming a pass through destination for more than the numbers 
that reside here.  That, to me, goes beyond threatening the type of community Troy has been, is, and I hope leaders of our 
community envision it to be.   
 
There is plenty of property in this greater Troy area (including the city of Detroit) that needs to be developed for 
commercial/business purposes.  Our community - vs. business destination will be better served with residential housing.  Not 
only will the market reward the developer of such, but all of us will benefit from the enhanced beautification to our community that 
can result.  We have enough B-2.  Please don't change the zoning.  There is no community serving compelling reason to do so.  
We already have:  two major malls, a hospital, various other professional space, various other commercial and business space, 
manufacturing, warehousing, service stations, restaurants (upscale, casual dining, fast food), strip malls, etc..  I dare say that 
there are few other towns, villages, cities etc. that can boast the kind of diverse/balanced property use that Troy can.  We have 
more than enough diversity to serve the needs of our residents and those of surrounding communities.  Please resist the selfish 
initiatives and goals of those attempting to change it.  Afterall, did they not know what the zoning was when they acquired the 
property?  Did they just figure they could have it changed just because it served them?  I hope not.  If they don't like what they 
have, suggest to them that they sell it. 
 
Just one man's viewpoint and I hope you hear from many others with the same. 
 
Thanks for listening. 
Sam Mancuso 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Felice, Christopher [mailto:Christopher.Felice@fanucrobotics.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2003 1:09 PM 
To: clerk@ci.troy.mi.us 
Subject: AGAINST-- Rezoning at Long Lake and Rochester 
 
October 30, 2003  

Attn:   Troy Planning Commission  

RE:     T2N, R11E, NE 1/4 of Section 15  
        Re-Zone Request from R-1T to B-2  

 
We wanted to express our strong recommendation that the Troy Planning Commission does not deviate from the current zoning 
on the above referenced parcel. 

We understand that an unnamed, large (140,000 sq ft) building is proposed for the site.    

We foresee no advantage for this change- only disadvantages for all  the surrounding neighbors.  

 
 
 
Thank you,  

Chris Felice  

Carol Felice  

5222 Allison Drive  

Troy, MI 48085  
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Subject: Rezoing
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This in response to the proposed rezoning for the area Just west of Rochester on Longlake road. 
  
I reside in Covington Ridge Subdivision which is adjacent to the  site which will be converted from single family homes to  
Business site.   
When we bought our property, the builder clearly indicated that this area was slated for single family homes and I personally came 
to the planning division office in Troy and the map indicated the same. For that reason we purchased the property in the 
subdivision.  Changing the plan at this time will lower our property value and increase the already congested intersection 
At the proposed site. In addition the city will loose on property taxes. 
We plenty of vacant business buildings at the intersection of the Rochester road and longlake at this time. 
  
Troy Residence 
Godson Nasa   
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Subject: Public Hearing on Long Lake Property

Page 1 of 2

12/22/03

Dear Planning Commission of the City of Troy, 
 
This letter is to express our views on the upcoming hearing to consider the request of Robert Roth/Long Lake Road 
Development Partners LLC to rezone the 16+/- acre parcel just East of Rochester on the South side of Long Lake Road. 
 
We found in interesting that for the three proposed buildings there was no mention of any tenant or occupant.  We 
found it interesting in todays real estate market glut (especially in Troy where vacancy rates are at an all time high) that 
a developer would propose three buildings that total approximately 158,000 square feet.  The largest building being of 
the size that could house a Home Depot.   We find it interesting that the developer is trying again after being turned 
down for a similar proposal in 2001.   
 
Back in 2001 we fought this very same zoning/development plan and it was turned down by both the planning 
commission and also the city council.  As homeowners we collected over 600 signatures from area residents that were 
opposed to this zoning change.  Our views have not changed.  We support the master plan and want the city to stick to 
it.  The master plan does not allow for commercial development on this site. 
 
This is not what Troy needs!  We don't need another big box retailer and we don't need any more office space. AND we 
don't need more traffic that this type of development will bring to the area.  
 
The following concerns have been expressed by neighborhood residents and businesses: 

•       Increased traffic congestion on Long Lake and Rochester roads  
•       Increased noise from vehicles entering and leaving businesses during all hours of business 
operations, potentially 24x7  
•       Decreased safety for residents - especially students traveling to and from area schools from 
increased traffic on major roads  
•       Increased light pollution from business parking lot lighting systems  
•       Potentially more vacant office/retail buildings with the already high vacancy rate in Troy and 
surrounding areas  
•       Increased chance for flooding residential areas due to parking lot water run-off  
•       Decreased Covington Ridge home values, especially homes near business-zoned property  
 

What would be nice are some well built and well priced housing options.  Perhaps some mixed use residential is what 
makes the most sense.  Lets get creative here. 
 
We urge you to recommend to council a no on this zoning change.  We bought in Troy and built our homes under the 
premise that this parcel would be developed as residential.  Don't let us down!  Keep the current residential zoning! 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Linda and Devan Thielfoldt 
646 East Long Lake Road 



Troy MI  48085 
248-740-8825 
Covington Ridge Subdivision 
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Paula P Bratto

From: Meola140@cs.com
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2003 8:27 AM
To: planning@ci.troy.mi.us
Subject: Rezoning on Long Lake Rd.

Dear Mr Littman and Planning Commission Members,

As members of a neighborhood that will be strongly affected by the rezoning
of  T2N, R11E, NE 1/4 of Section 15, we want you to keep the zoning as 
family 
attached residential.

Before purchasing our home we checked the zoning of the area.  We wanted a 
quiet and safe neighborhood.  We bought our home because of the zoning in 
the 
area.  Long Lake Road is a road that has some business at the corners, but 
is 
mainly residential in its occupancy.  To extend the business area, 
especially 
with very large businesses, will spoil the atmosphere of  Long Lake Road.  
It 
will hurt the value of all homes on or near Long Lake.   Traffic on Long 
Lake 
will become like the traffic on Big Beaver and Maple Roads.
These Roads were not primarily residential, and any residences on or near 
them lack peace and quiet, and have become poor residential choices.  Check
the 
communities to the West and to the East of Troy .  They have kept the 
residential flavor of the area.  Do not destroy this area with a big 
business that may 
end up like the Farmer Jack on the corner of Long Lake and Rochester.  In 
fact, that would be a good location already available for a business.

If Troy is to keep its value like Birmingham and Royal Oak, it must value 
its 
residential life, and attract people to life in its neighborhoods.  
Attractive homes in Troy are the basis of long term value to our 
properties.  PLEASE 
KEEP OUR QUALITY OF LIFE IN TROY,  KEEP THE ZONING OF THIS LAND FAMILY 
ATTACHED 
RESIDENTIAL.

                                            Sincerely,
                                            Phil and Pat Meola
                                            170 Wilton Drive, Troy
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Subject: Re-zoning Property East of Coviongton Ridge Subdivision - PLEASE REJECT
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PLEASE REJECT THE RE-ZONING OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY FROM R-1T (One Family Attached Residential) 
to B-2 (Community Business)  !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 
  
As a long time citizen of Troy I strongly object to the constant rezoning of property to accommodate developers. I 
believe that there is a strong case to reject this proposal. 
  
1. There already is a high vacancy rate in Troy and surrounding areas. I personally was looking for office space in Troy 
and was overwhelmed by the amount of unoccupied office space. Why add to an already serious situation. Why add 
more commercial/retail space when the building when buildings such as the one previously occupied by the A&P 
remains vacant. 
  
2. There is already a traffic congestion problem on Long Lake Road. I know because I drive it every day. A commercial 
development would only make matters worse thus creating an serious safety problem. 
  
3. Light and noise pollution from business parking lots. Most of us moved to Troy because Troy offered a rural setting in 
a metropolitan area. The rapid commercialization of Troy and departure from the city's master plan ignores the wishes of 
the people who chose the city of Troy as their home. Is the city going to pave paradise and put up a parking 
lot? 
  
4. This type of development will have a negative impact on home values, particularly those near the development. Is that 
fair to people who build homes with the understanding that the adjacent property was zoned residential? 
  
In conclusion, enough is enough! The rejection of this re-zoning request is the first step in responding positively to the 
wishes of the Troy citizens. 
  
Let the developers find another city to pollute. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Jerry Richart 
487 Trillium  
Troy, Michigan 
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Paula P Bratto

From: Crkaltz@cs.com
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2003 5:39 PM
To: lindat@devlingroup.com; planning@ci.troy.mi.us
Cc: bob.kelly@eds.com; jbladuke@wideopenwest.com; jju@wwnet.net
Subject: RE: Public Hearing on Long Lake Property

Dear Members of the Planning Commission:

My husband and I fully support and echo everything Ms Thielfoldt has to say
in her letter below.  Please respectfully consider our concerns.

Cheryl Kaltz
648 Nada Drive
Troy, MI
248-689-4355

Linda Thielfoldt <lindat@devlingroup.com> wrote:

>Dear Planning Commission of the City of Troy,
>
>This letter is to express our views on the upcoming hearing to consider 
the
>request of Robert Roth/Long Lake Road Development Partners LLC to rezone
>the 16+/- acre parcel just East of Rochester on the South side of Long 
Lake
>Road.
>
>We found in interesting that for the three proposed buildings there was no
>mention of any tenant or occupant.  We found it interesting in todays real
>estate market glut (especially in Troy where vacancy rates are at an all
>time high) that a developer would propose three buildings that total
>approximately 158,000 square feet.  The largest building being of the size
>that could house a Home Depot.   We find it interesting that the developer
>is trying again after being turned down for a similar proposal in 2001.
>
>Back in 2001 we fought this very same zoning/development plan and it was
>turned down by both the planning commission and also the city council.  As
>homeowners we collected over 600 signatures from area residents that were
>opposed to this zoning change.  Our views have not changed.  We support 
the
>master plan and want the city to stick to it.  The master plan does not
>allow for commercial development on this site.
>
>This is not what Troy needs!  We don't need another big box retailer and 
we
>don't need any more office space. AND we don't need more traffic that this
>type of development will bring to the area.
>
>The following concerns have been expressed by neighborhood residents and
>businesses:
>·       Increased traffic congestion on Long Lake and Rochester roads
>·       Increased noise from vehicles entering and leaving businesses
>during all hours of business operations, potentially 24x7
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>·       Decreased safety for residents - especially students traveling to
>and from area schools from increased traffic on major roads
>·       Increased light pollution from business parking lot lighting 
systems
>·       Potentially more vacant office/retail buildings with the already
>high vacancy rate in Troy and surrounding areas
>·       Increased chance for flooding residential areas due to parking lot
>water run-off
>·       Decreased Covington Ridge home values, especially homes near
>business-zoned property
>
>What would be nice are some well built and well priced housing
>options.  Perhaps some mixed use residential is what makes the most
>sense.  Lets get creative here.
>
>We urge you to recommend to council a no on this zoning change.  We bought
>in Troy and built our homes under the premise that this parcel would be
>developed as residential.  Don't let us down!  Keep the current 
residential
>zoning!
>
>
>Sincerely,
>
>Linda and Devan Thielfoldt
>646 East Long Lake Road
>Troy MI  48085
>248-740-8825
>Covington Ridge Subdivision
>
>
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From: MIHarringtonPark@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2003 4:10 PM
To: planning@ci.troy.mi.us
Subject: Proposed Rezoning
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November 11, 2003 
 
 
City of Troy 
Planning Commission 
500 W Big Beaver 
Troy MI 48084 
 
RE: The Matter of the Rezoning of the Parcel Located on the 
South Side of Long Lake Road and West of Rochester Road 
 
To the Esteemed Members of the Planning Commission, 
 
This is to voice our concerns in the matter of the rezoning of the parcel located on the south side of Long Lake Road and west of 
Rochester Road, that our company, Harrington Park Development LLC is categorically and firmly opposed to the suggested 
rezoning. The reasons for this opposition are many: 
1. The master plan of Troy does not allow for this type of zoning in this area. 
2. The proposed rezoning would increase traffic congestion and noise pollution to unacceptable levels. 
3. There is currently a high vacancy rate in commercial property in this immediate area, specifically at the location on the north 
side of Long Lake Road and the west side of Rochester Road - right across Long Lake Road from the proposed rezoning. 
4. This rezoning proposal would lower the property value of our new residential development adjacent to the subject property. We 
purchased our property recently with the understanding that the adjacent property is zoned residential. We would suffer major 
economic loss if this zoning is approved. 
We have made many attempts to contact the owners of the parcel in question to work out a mutually agreeable arrangement. We 
have yet to receive a response from them. 
Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Richard Spehar 
Harrington Park Development LLC 
 
cc: file-RB000 



Paula P Bratto 

From: Nido, Dennis [dnido@kmart.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2003 1:58 PM
To: 'planning@ci.troy.mi.us'
Subject: Section 15 - Rezoning Request
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I want to express my desire to deny the (latest) rezoning request for section 15 (located west of Rochester Rd. on the South side 
of Long Lake). 
  
I feel the current zoning of the above land parcel is in the best interest of Troy residents. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Dennis Nido 
4755 Belzair Dr. 
Troy, Michigan  48085 
  
  

This message and its contents (to include attachments) are the property of Kmart Corporation (Kmart) and may 
contain confidential and proprietary information. You are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, or 
distribution of this message, or the taking of any action based on information contained herein is strictly 
prohibited. Unauthorized use of information contained herein may subject you to civil and criminal prosecution 
and penalties. If you are not the intended recipient, you should delete this message immediately. 
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From: Geesey, Paul [PGeesey@lear.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2003 9:11 AM
To: 'planning@ci.troy.mi.us'
Cc: 'John LaDuke'; 'Cheryl Geesey'
Subject: Proposed Re-Zoning Z-597D
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Dear Commissioners, 
  
We are writing to register our OPPOSITION to the proposed rezoning of property near Long Lake & Rochester Roads. 
  
We live in the Covington Ridge (phase II) subdivision and believe that this re-zoning request should be rejected for the following 
reasons: 
  
--- The requested reclassification from residential to business is entirely inappropriate for that area.   Several residential 
developments already exist in that area.  Bringing new business development right up to our neighborhood boundaries will 
negatively impact our home values due to additional noise, automobile traffic, and will likely result in drainage problems. 
  
--- That general area of Troy is already overbuilt with vacant commercial space - i.e. former Farmer Jack/Daman Plaza. 
  
--- Troy in general has an abundant (and still growing) supply of vacant office space. 
  
--- Residents that have bought homes in the general area of Long Lake & Rochester Roads have a right to expect that the city will 
standup for its own master zoning plan.   These plans were crafted by the city (with citizen input) for the purpose of providing a 
stable and consistent order for development in Troy.  This proposed re-zoning will bring commercial activity too far west down 
Long Lake Road.  Citizens are looking to the zoning master plan and commissioners to protect their investments and provide 
stability to the city by avoiding massive "plan de jour" type projects.    
  
--- I believe that these same approximate parcels were slated for a "big box" retailer just a couple of years ago.  The city was right 
to reject the re-zoning request then, and it should reject it again this time! 
  
The current residential zoning in that area is working as evidenced by the new subdivision just to the east of Covington Ridge on 
Long Lake.    
  
Thank you for listening to our concerns and considering them in your decision. 
  
Regards, 
  
Paul and Cheryl Geesey 
527 Sara Drive 
Troy, MI 48085 
248.689.9374 
  
  
********************** 
** LEGAL DISCLAIMER ** 
********************** 
 
This E-mail message and any attachments may contain  
legally privileged, confidential or proprietary  
information. If you are not the intended recipient(s), 
or the employee or agent responsible for delivery of  
this message to the intended recipient(s), you are  
hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution  
or copying of this E-mail message is strictly  
prohibited. If you have received this message in  
error, please immediately notify the sender and  
delete this E-mail message from your computer. 
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Paula P Bratto

From: Lantzy, Bill [BLantzy@dmc.org]
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2003 8:42 AM
To: planning@ci.troy.mi.us
Subject: RE-ZONING PROPERTY EAST OF COVINGTON RIDGE SUBDIVISION

As a resident of troy for the past 12 years, I am writing you to deny 
the request to re-zone  the property east of the Covington Ridge 
subdivision from R-1T (One Family Attached Residential) to the B-2 
(Community Business).  I truly believe this would be a mistake to move 
ahead for a number of reasons.  Homeowners in Troy moved into their homes 
based on how the area around them was zoned, now the city continually wants
to re-zone area to cause problems for the residents of this area.  This 
would increase traffic, noise, safety issues, along with the possibility of
property values being affected.  Property was zoned in the area for a 
reason, the original plan still makes sense.  Bill Lantzy 5161 Shady Creek 









 
 
DATE:   January 19, 2004 

  
 

 
TO:   John Szerlag, City Manager 
    
FROM:  Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
   Mark Stimac, Director of Building and Zoning 
 
SUBJECT:  Agenda Item C-2, Public Hearing 

Request for Commercial Vehicle Appeal 
   1839 E. Wattles Road 
 

 
 

 
On June 18, 2001, Council approved an appeal of the commercial vehicle ordinance 
requirements submitted by Mr. Jim Laplante related to the Ford dump truck located on 
the residential property at 1839 E. Wattles.  That approval was granted for a period of 
two years.  That approval expired in June of 2003.  Unfortunately, the Building 
Department did not send the expiration reminder until last month.  In response to our 
reminder, Mr. Laplante did file an application for a new appeal.  In our discussions with 
Mr. LaPlante regarding his application we found that in addition to the Ford dump truck, 
originally approved for outside storage on the property, he also has three trailers 
associated with his business that are being stored outside plus he recently purchased 
another Ford stake truck for which he wishes to obtain approval.  Public hearing notices 
have been sent out accordingly for these additional items.  Pictures of the vehicles and 
equipment, provided by the petitioner, are enclosed for your reference. 
 
The appeal requests that a public hearing date be held in accordance with the 
ordinance.  A public hearing has been scheduled for your meeting of January 26, 2004. 
 
Should you have any questions or require additional information, kindly advise. 

City of Troy
C-02









 





 





CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - Draft        January 12, 2004 
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A Regular Meeting of the Troy City Council was held Monday, January 12, 2004, at City Hall, 
500 W. Big Beaver Road. Mayor Pryor called the Meeting to order at 7:40 P.M. 
 
The Invocation was given by Pastor T.J. Klapperich – First Baptist Church and the Pledge of 
Allegiance to the Flag was given. 

ROLL CALL 

PRESENT: Mayor Matt Pryor  
Cristina Broomfield 
David Eisenbacher  
Martin F. Howrylak   
David A. Lambert 
Jeanne M. Stine 

ABSENT: Robin E. Beltramini  
 
 
Resolution to Excuse Council Member Beltramini 
 
Resolution #2004-01-013 
Moved by Lambert  
Seconded by Howrylak  
 
RESOLVED, That Council Member Beltramini‘s absence at the Regular City Council meeting of 
Monday, January 12, 2004 BE EXCUSED due to being out of town.  
 
Yes: All-6 
No: None 
Absent: Beltramini  

PRESENTATIONS: No presentations scheduled. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: No public hearings scheduled. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT:   

A. Items on the Current Agenda 
 

B.  Items Not on the Current Agenda 
 
 

City of Troy
F-01
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CONSENT AGENDA  

E-1 Approval of Consent Agenda 
 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-1 
Moved by Eisenbacher  
Seconded by Broomfield  
 
RESOLVED, That all items as presented on the Consent Agenda are hereby APPROVED as 
presented.  
 
Yes: All-6 
No: None 
Absent: Beltramini  

E-2  Minutes: Regular Meeting of January 5, 2004 and Study Session of January 7, 2004 
 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-2  
 
RESOLVED, That the Minutes of the 7:30 PM Regular Meeting of January 5, 2004 and the 
Minutes of the 8:00 PM Study Session Meeting of January 7, 2004, be APPROVED as 
submitted. 

E-3 Proposed City of Troy Proclamations: No proclamations proposed. 

E-4 Corrected Resolution: Civic Center Land Sales Ballot Proposal from Regular City 
Council Meeting Held on Monday, December 15, 2003 

 
NOTE: The below corrected Resolution #2003-12-630 from the Regular City Council Meeting 
held on Monday, December 15, 2003 has been resubmitted for Council approval noting that 
“proposed Charter amendment” has been STRICKEN and “Ballot proposition” has been 
INSERTED. 
 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-4 
 
RESOLVED, That Troy City Council APPROVES as to form the following proposed Charter 
amendment  Ballot proposition for the April 5th 2004 election: 
 

Shall the City of Troy, Michigan, be authorized to convey seven acres of the Troy Civic 
Center site for the development of conference/hotel facilities?  

E-5 Corrected Resolution: Revised Final Site Condominium Approval – Shady Creek 
South Site Condominium, North of Long Lake Road and West of Rochester Road – 
Section 10 – R-1B Regular City Council Meeting Held on Monday, January 5, 2004 
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NOTE: The below corrected Resolution #2004-01-006-E-07 from the Regular City Council 
Meeting held on Monday, January 5, 2004 has been resubmitted for Council approval noting 
that “56” has been STRICKEN and “5” has been INSERTED. 
 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-5 
RESOLVED, That the Revised Final Site Plan, as submitted under Section 34.30.00 of the 
Zoning Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential Development) for the development of a 
One-Family Residential Site Condominium known as Shady Creek South Site Condominium as 
recommended for approval by City Management, located north of Long Lake Road and west of 
Rochester Road, Section 10, including 56 5 home sites, within the R-1B Zoning District, being 
3.02 acres in size, is hereby APPROVED.  

E-6 Private Agreement for Plumbing Industry Training Center – Project No. 03.924.3 
 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-6 
 
RESOLVED, That the Contract for the Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private 
Agreement) between the City of Troy and Metropolitan Detroit Plumbing Industry Training Trust 
Fund is hereby APPROVED for the installation of watermain, storm sewer, and paving on the 
site and in the adjacent right-of-way, and the Mayor and City Clerk are AUTHORIZED TO 
EXECUTE the documents, a copy of which shall be ATTACHED to the original Minutes of this 
meeting. 

E-7 Recognition as a Nonprofit Organization Status from the Polish American 
Numismatic Society, American Polish Cultural Center, for the Purpose of 
Obtaining a Charitable Gaming License 

 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-7 
 
RESOLVED, That the request from the Polish American Numismatic Society, American Polish 
Cultural Center, Troy, Michigan, County of Oakland, asking that they be recognized as a 
nonprofit organization operating in the community for the purpose of obtaining a charitable 
gaming license be APPROVED as recommended by City Management. 

E-8 Mon Jin Lau Fireworks Request 
 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-8 
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council of the City of Troy does hereby WAIVE the following City 
Ordinances: Chapter 98 – 98.05.16 Fireworks; and Chapter 93, 3301.1.3 Fireworks, for the 
purpose of celebrating Chinese New Year at the Mon Jin Lau Restaurant, located at 1515 East 
Maple Road, on Monday, January 26, 2004. 

E-9 Troy v. Obertynski 
 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-9 
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RESOLVED, That the City of Troy City Council APPROVES the proposed Consent Judgment 
in the City of Troy v. Obertynski condemnation case and AUTHORIZES payment in the amount 
stated herein; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City of Troy City Council AUTHORIZES the City 
Attorney’s office to EXECUTE the Consent Judgment which shall be ATTACHED to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 

E-10 Standard Purchasing Resolution 1: Award to Low Bidders – Fertilizer and Weed 
Control Application Services 

 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-10 
 
RESOLVED, That contracts to provide three-year requirements of fertilizer and weed control 
application services are hereby AWARDED to the low bidders, Davey Tree Expert Company for 
year 2004 at an estimated cost of $69,709.00 and United Lawnscape, Inc. for years 2005 and 
2006 at an estimated total cost of $143,746.00, at unit prices in the bid tabulation opened 
December 9, 2003, a copy of which shall be ATTACHED to the original Minutes of this meeting; 
and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the awards are CONTINGENT upon contractors’ 
submission of properly executed bid documents, including bonds, Insurance certificates, and all 
other specified requirements. 

E-11 Maple Road Widening Condemnation Cases 
 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-11 
 
RESOLVED, That the Consent Judgment in the matter of City of Troy and City of Birmingham 
v. 2100 East Maple Road, L.L.C., et al is hereby APPROVED by the City of Troy and the City 
Attorney is AUTHORIZED TO EXECUTE the document on behalf of the City of Troy a copy of 
which shall be ATTACHED to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-12 Standard Purchasing Resolution 10 – Travel Authorization and Approval to 
Expend Funds for Troy City Council Members’ Travel Expenses – 2004 MML 
Legislative Conference 

 
Resolution #2004-01-014-E-12 
 
RESOLVED, That the Mayor and City Council Members are AUTHORIZED to attend the 2004 
MML Legislative Conference at the Lansing Center on March 24, 2004 in accordance with 
accounting procedures of the City of Troy. 
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REGULAR BUSINESS 

F-1 Appointments to Boards and Committees: (a) Mayoral Appointments: 1. Economic 
Development Corporation & 2. Planning Commission;  (b) City Council 
Appointments: 1. Advisory Committee for Persons with Disabilities, 2. CATV 
Advisory Committee, 3. Election Commission, & 4. Troy Daze 

 
(b) City Council Appointments 

 
Resolution #2004-01-015 
Moved by Lambert  
Seconded by Eisenbacher  
 
RESOLVED, That the following persons are hereby APPOINTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL to 
serve on the Boards and Committees as indicated: 
 

Election Commission 
Appointed by Council (3) – 1 year 
 
David Anderson Term expires 01-31-2005 
 
Yes: All-6 
No: None 
Absent: Beltramini  
 
Appointments Carried-Over as Item F-1 on the Next Regular City Council Meeting 
Agenda Scheduled for February  2, 2004: 
 
(a) Mayoral Appointments 
 

Economic Development Corporation 
Mayor, Council Approval (9) – 6 years 
 
Stuart F Redpath - Does not seek reappointment Term expires 04-30-2009 
 
 Term expires 04-30-2009 
 
 Term expires 04-30-2009 
 
Planning Commission 
Mayor, Council Approval (9) – 3 years 
 
Walter Storrs - Seeks reappointment Term expires 12-31-2006 
 
(b) City Council Appointments 
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Advisory Committee for Persons with Disabilities 
Appointed by Council (9 Regular, 3 Alternates) – 3 years 
 
 Term expires 11-01-2006 (Alternate) 
 
 Term expires 07-01-2004 (Student) 
 
CATV Advisory Committee 
Appointed by Council (7) – 3 years 
 
R. Minnick- Resigned to serve on the Traffic Comm. Unexpired term expires 9-30-2006 
 
Election Commission 
Appointed by Council (3) – 1 year 
 
 Term expires 01-31-2004 
  
Troy Daze 
Appointed by Council (9) – 3 years 
 
 Term expires 11-30-2004 
 
 Term expires 07-01-2003 Student 
 
F-2 Closed Session – None Requested 
 
F-3 Approval of Contract with MDOT for Phase I of the Travel Demand Management 

(TDM) Program – Project No. 02.105.5 
 
Resolution #2004-01-016 
Moved by Eisenbacher  
Seconded by Lambert  
 
RESOLVED, That the Agreement between the City of Troy and the Michigan Department of 
Transportation for Phase I of the Travel Demand Management (TDM) Program, Project No. 
02.105.5, is hereby APPROVED and the Mayor and City Clerk are AUTHORIZED TO 
EXECUTE the documents, a copy of which shall BE ATTACHED to the original Minutes of this 
meeting. 
 
Yes: All-6 
No: None 
Absent: Beltramini  
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F-4 Appointment of Historic District Study Committee 
  
Resolution #2004-01-017 
Moved by Eisenbacher  
Seconded by Stine  
 
RESOLVED, That the appointment by City Council of the Historic District Study Committee be 
ADVANCED to the February 16, 2004 Troy City Council Meeting. 
 
Yes: All-6 
No: None 
Absent: Beltramini 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS/COUNCIL REFERRALS 

Items Advanced to the City Manager by Individual City Council Members for Placement 
on the Agenda: No items advanced. 
 
COUNCIL REFERRALS 

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS 

G-1 Minutes – Boards and Committees: 
(a) Youth Council/Final – November 12, 2003 
(b) Library Board /Final – November 13, 2003 
(c) Civic Center Priority Task Force – December 10, 2003 
(d) Library Board/Draft - December 11, 2003 

Noted and Filed 

G-2 Department Reports: 
(a) Permits Issued July Through December 2003 
(b) Permits Issued During the Month of December 
(c) Permits Issued During the Year 2003 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-3 Announcement of Public Hearings: 
(a) Request for Commercial Vehicle Appeal – 1839 E. Wattles Road – Scheduled for 

January 26, 2004 
Noted and Filed 

 
G-4 Green Memorandums: 
(a) Community Center Recreation Pass Fees 
 
Note:  Resubmittal of memorandum regarding Community Center recreation pass fees along 

with updates regarding annual fees, and endorsement by the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board. Fee increases will take effect on February 2, 2004 for new pass holders 
and March 1, 2004 for current pass holders. 
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Noted and Filed 
 
G-5 Proposed Proclamations/Resolutions from Other Organizations: 
 
G-6  Calendar 

Noted and Filed 
 

 
G-7  Letters of Appreciation: 
(a) Letter from Keith Kleckner – Acting Director, Cranbrook Institute of Science and John P. 

McCulloch – Oakland County Drain Commissioner, to Jennifer Lawson Thanking Her for 
Volunteering at the 2003 Rouge River Water Festival at Cranbrook Institute of Science 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-8  Memorandum, Re: Sauger v. Troy, Et Al 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-9  Memorandum, Re: Joint Committee 

Noted and Filed 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

STUDY ITEMS 

The meeting RECESSED at 8:22 P.M. 
 
 
H-1 Development of Mission Statement Governing Cultural Displays on City 

Property that Represent Positive Community Values 
 
The proposed mission statement: is as follows: “The Troy City Plaza* is dedicated to the 
positive expression of our cultural and historical heritage, philosophies, and ethnic diversity, 
encouraging activities and displays depicting events which will highlight and honor them.” 
 
The following fine print will appear below the Mission Statement: “In recognition of the rights 
protected by the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights the City of Troy provides this plaza. 
 
*Note: Name to be determined 
 
The meeting ADJOURNED at 9:05 P.M. 
 

__________________________________________ 
Matt Pryor, Mayor 
 
 

      ______________________________________ 
      Tonni L. Bartholomew, MMC – City Clerk 
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A Special Meeting of the Troy City Council was held Tuesday, January 20, 2004, at City Hall, 500 W. 
Big Beaver Road. Mayor Pryor called the Meeting to order at 12:00 P.M. 
 

ROLL CALL 

PRESENT: Mayor Matt Pryor  
Robin E. Beltramini 
Cristina Broomfield 
David Eisenbacher  
Martin F. Howrylak  (Arrived: 12:01 pm) 
Jeanne M. Stine 

ABSENT: David A. Lambert 

1. April 5, 2004 – City General Election Charter Amendment Propositions 
 
(a) Resolution to Rescind Prior Council Action 
 
Resolution #2004-01-018 
Moved by Beltramini  
Seconded by Stine  
 
RESOLVED, That the Troy City Council RESCINDS Resolution #2004-01-005 as follows: 
 
At a Regular meeting of the Troy City Council held on Monday, January 5, 2004, the following 
Resolution was passed: 
 

Resolution #2004-01-005 
Moved by Eisenbacher 
Seconded by Howrylak 
 
RESOLVED, That Troy City Council APPROVES as to form the following proposed Charter 
amendments for the April 5th 2004 election: 
 
1. Shall Section 3.4 of the Troy Charter be amended to modify the implementation of the new 

state legislation mandating four-year terms, effective with the 2005 election cycle, to allow for 
continued staggering of terms through the election of the Mayor and Council Members 
according to the following odd year November election schedule: 

 
2005 Council Members - Four-Year Term Expiring 2009, Elect Two 
2007 Mayor - Four-Year Term Expiring 2011, Elect One 
2007 Council Members - Four-Year Term Expiring 2011, Elect Three 
2007 Council Members - Two-Year Partial Term Expiring 2009, Elect One 
 

2. Shall Section 7.9 of the Troy Charter, which requires “nomination petitions for candidates 
for regular city elections to be filed with the Clerk on or before 4 o’clock pm of the twenty-
eighth (28) day preceding the third Monday of February of each year”, be replaced with 
“nomination petitions for candidates for regular city elections are to be filed with the Clerk 

City of Troy
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on or before 4 o’clock pm of the one hundredth (100th) day preceding the City election for 
each election year”? 

 
3. Shall Section 5.11 of the Troy Charter, which sets forth the requirements for citizens to 

effectuate changes to the City of Troy ordinances through an initiatory or referendary 
process, be amended to reduce the number of signatures from “at least ten percent of the 
registered electors of the City”, to ”at least 2,000 signatures of the registered electors of the 
City”?  

 
4. Shall Section 5.11 of the Troy Charter, which sets forth the requirements for citizens to 

effectuate changes to the City of Troy ordinances through an initiatory or referendary 
process, be amended to increase the time period to gather signatures from “twenty-one” 
days prior to the filing of the petition to “ninety days prior to the filing of the petition”? 

 
5. Shall Section 7.5.5 of the Troy Charter, which discusses term limits, be amended to delete 

“Any portion of a term served shall constitute one full term” and insert “Any service greater 
than two years plus one month constitutes a term”? 

 
6. Shall Section 12.1 of the Charter, which currently requires sealed bids to be obtained for all 

sales and purchases in excess of ten thousand dollars, be replaced with the requirement to 
obtain competitive bids through a traditional sealed bid procedure or alternative means, 
including but not limited to, electronic submission or reverse auction methods, providing the 
method used preserves the integrity of the competitive bid process?  

 
7. Shall Section 3.8.5 of the Troy Charter be repealed to eliminate the requirement for the 

Mayor to send an annual proclamation to the U.S. Congress encouraging them to use their 
best efforts to amend the Constitution to require term limits on the U.S. Congress? 

 
Yes:  All-7 

 
Yes: Pryor, Beltramini, Broomfield, Eisenbacher, Howrylak, Stine  
No: None 
Absent: Lambert  
 
MOTION CARRIED 
 
(b) Resolution to Adopt April 5, 2004 City General Election Charter Amendment 

Propositions 
 
Resolution #2004-01-01-019 
Moved by Beltramini  
Seconded by Stine  
 
RESOLVED, That Troy City Council APPROVES as to form the following proposed Charter 
amendments for the April 5th 2004 City General Election: 
 

1. Shall Section 7.9 of the Troy Charter, which requires “nomination petitions for candidates 
for regular city elections to be filed with the Clerk on or before 4 o’clock pm of the twenty-
eighth (28) day preceding the third Monday of February of each year”, be replaced with 
“nomination petitions for candidates for regular city elections are to be filed with the Clerk 
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on or before 4 o’clock pm of the one hundredth (100th) day preceding the City election for 
each election year”? 

 
2. Shall Section 5.11 of the Troy Charter, which sets forth the requirements for citizens to 

effectuate changes to the City of Troy ordinances through an initiatory or referendary 
process, be amended to reduce the number of signatures from “at least ten percent of the 
registered electors of the City”, to ”at least 2,000 signatures of the registered electors of the 
City”? 

 
3. Shall Section 5.11 of the Troy Charter, which sets forth the requirements for citizens to 

effectuate changes to the City of Troy ordinances through an initiatory or referendary 
process, be amended to increase the time period to gather signatures from “twenty-one” 
days prior to the filing of the petition to “ninety days prior to the filing of the petition”?  

 
4. Shall Section 7.5.5 of the Troy Charter, which discusses term limits, be amended to delete 

“Any portion of a term served shall constitute one full term” and insert “Any service greater 
than two years plus one month constitutes a term”?  

 
5. Shall Section 12.1 of the Charter, which currently requires sealed bids to be obtained for all 

sales and purchases in excess of ten thousand dollars, be amended to allow for 
competitive bids through alternative methods including but not limited to electronic 
submission or reverse auction methods, by replacing “sealed bids shall be obtained” with 
“competitive bids shall be obtained through a traditional sealed bid procedure or alternative 
methods, providing the method used preserves the integrity of the competitive process”? 

 
6. Shall Section 3.8.5 of the Troy Charter be repealed to eliminate the requirement for the 

Mayor to send an annual proclamation to the U.S. Congress encouraging them to use their 
best efforts to amend the Constitution to require term limits on the U.S. Congress? 

 
Yes: Pryor, Beltramini, Broomfield, Eisenbacher, Howrylak, Stine  
No: None 
Absent: Lambert  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
The meeting ADJOURNED at 12:05 P.M. 
 

 
__________________________________________ 
Matt Pryor, Mayor 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 

      Tonni L. Bartholomew, MMC – City Clerk 
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DATE: January 19, 2004 
 
TO: John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
FROM: Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 

Stave Vandette, City Engineer 
Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 

 
SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM - PRELIMINARY PLAN REVIEW – Crestwood Site 

Condominium, North of Wattles, East of Livernois, part of the 
Crestfield Subdivision in the SW ¼ of Section 15 - R-1C. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the Preliminary Site Plan at 
their December 9, 2003 Regular Meeting, with the following conditions:  

 
1. Detention basin shall be dedicated to the City of Troy for future 

maintenance.  A 12-foot wide paved driveway shall be constructed on this 
property for the purpose of detention pond maintenance from Wattles 
Road, to be located along side Wattles Road at the restrictor end of the 
detention pond. 

 
2. A walkway connection shall be provided to connect Wattles Road and the 

proposed street, extending along side the north side of the detention 
pond to the west end of the detention pond as proposed by the applicant; 
and further, should the applicant not be able to provide the walkway as 
proposed, a written explanation from City Management or staff as to the 
reasons why it cannot be provided shall be provided to the Planning 
Commission.   

 
3. The “open space” shown on the site plan shall be clearly marked as 

“Convertible Area “ on all drawings and also all appropriate condominium 
documents shall reference this same future use. 

 
4. The construction or access road as shown on the drawing shall be 

removed and the existing crushed gravel driveway further to the east 
would be the access road as indicated by the applicant. 

 
5. That a temporary cul de sac be constructed at the west end of the street 

with the understanding that it would be removed if at any time in the future 
the lot development was extended to the west.   

City of Troy
F-03



 2

6. That if the area to the west of the proposed temporary cul de sac is 
developed in the future, there shall be no interconnection to Wattles Road 
from that development. 

7. That should there be any substantial change to the site plan, the site plan 
shall come back before the Planning Commission for review and 
approval.   

 
The petitioner revised the site plan in response to this recommendation: 
 

1. The “open space” area clearly shows that the area is convertible area for 
future development.  The site plan shows 5 future units.  Approval of the 
23-unit site condominium does not include approval of the 5 potential 
units. 

 
2. The location of the future construction road was clarified. 

 
3. A 5-foot wide sidewalk connection between the 8-foot wide sidewalk on 

Wattles Road and the 5-foot wide interior sidewalk was added. 
 

4. A 12-foot wide concrete access drive to the detention pond was added. 
   

The application meets the requirements of the City of Troy Zoning Ordinance and 
Subdivision Control Ordinance.  City Management recommends that proposed 
single-family residential developments be connected to major mile roads and 
abutting single-family residential neighborhoods whenever possible.  For this 
reason, City Management prefers a layout with a direct vehicular connection 
between Wattles and Tallman.  A sketch has been provided that illustrates the layout 
preferred by City Management. 

 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of Owner / Petitioner: 
RWT Building LLC owns the property.  They are represented by Michael Lamb.  
 
Location of subject property: 
The property is located on the north side of Wattles Road, east of Livernois and 
west of Rochester. 
 
Size of subject parcel: 
11.983 acres. 
 
Parcel History: 
The applicant received Preliminary Site Plan Approval from Troy City Council on 
February 3, 2003.  The approved 23-unit site condominium featured 4 units on 
Hanover Street and 19 units fronting a cul-de-sac with access on Wattles Road.  A 
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sidewalk and emergency access drive connected the development to the Tallman 
Drive stub street. 
 
Description of proposed development, including number and density of units: 
The petitioner is proposing to develop a site condominium with a total of 23 single-
family residential units.  This represents a density of approximately 1.92 units per 
acre.  
 
Current use of subject property: 
The parcel is presently vacant. 
 
Current use of adjacent parcels: 
North: Single family residential. 
 
South: (Across Wattles) Single family residential. 
 
East: Single family residential. 
 
West: Single family residential. 
 
Current zoning classification: 
R-1C One Family Residential  
 
Zoning classification of adjacent parcels:  
North: R-1C One Family Residential 
 
South: R-1C One Family Residential 
 
East: R-1C One Family Residential 
 
West: R-1C One Family Residential 
 
Future Land Use Designation: 
The parcel is designated as Low Density Residential on the Future Land Use Plan. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Compliance with area and bulk requirements: 

Lot Area: The minimum lot area in the R-1C district is 10,500 square feet.  
The applicant has utilized the lot averaging option, with minimum 9,450 
square feet lots.  The applicant meets this standard. 

 
Lot Width: The lot averaging option allows lots to be reduced to 76.5 feet 
width on interior lots and 100 feet on corner lots.   
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Height: The maximum height in the R-1C district is 25 feet.  The applicant is 
not required to include building elevations for preliminary site plan approval. 
 
Setbacks: The front yard setback is 30 feet, the rear yard setback is 40 feet 
and the side yard setbacks are 10 feet each, totaling 20 feet.  Section 
10.60.03 requires a yard setback of 50 feet for parcels abutting a major 
thoroughfare.   

  
Minimum Floor Area: The minimum floor area per unit is 1,200 square feet.  
The applicant is not required to include building dimensions for preliminary 
site plan approval. 

 
Off-street parking and loading requirements:  
The development will be required to provide two (2) off-street parking spaces per 
unit.   
 
Environmental provisions, including Tree Preservation Plan: 
The applicant submitted a Preliminary Tree Preservation Plan, which was approved 
by the Parks and Recreation Department.  
 
Stormwater detention: 
The applicant is proposing to provide stormwater detention east of the Sturgis 
Drain.  A 12-foot wide driveway was provided from Wattles Road to service the 
detention area.   
 
Natural features and floodplains: 
There are significant natural features located on the site.  The lot is heavily wooded.  
The Sturgis Drain flows northerly through the eastern half of the parcel.  
 
A letter from the MDEQ dated October 24, 2000, indicates that there are state 
regulated wetlands on the parcel. 
 
The applicant has provided a drawing indicating that the entire site is located within 
the 100-year floodplain as indicated on the FIRM map.  The firm of Hubble, Roth 
and Clark is presently developing a report on the 100-year floodplain boundary, 
which may change in the future as a result of this report.  There are State regulated 
wetlands located on the parcel. 
  
Subdivision Control Ordinance, Article IV Design Standards  

Blocks: The proposed cul-de-sac which essentially extends Tallman Drive to 
the southwest is approximately 780 feet in length.  Cul-de-sacs may exceed 
500’ in length upon the approval of the Planning Commission. 
 
Lots: Proposed lots conform to the minimum requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
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Easements: There are a number of easements within the proposed 
development, including a 30-foot wide non-access greenbelt easement, 12 
or 15-foot wide storm sewer easements, a 20-foot wide water main 
easement and 10 or 12-foot wide public utility easements.   

 
Topographic Conditions: Essentially the entire site lies within the 100-year 
FIRM map floodplain boundary, including the proposed detention area.  The 
applicant must receive MDEQ approval prior to beginning any construction 
within a floodplain or altering a floodplain. 
  
There are regulated wetlands on the parcel.  The applicant has provided a 
Wetland Assessment Report dated October 24, 2000, which indicates this.  
These wetlands are not accurately delineated on the site plan.  The applicant 
requires MDEQ approval prior to the filling or altering of any state regulated 
wetland  
 
Streets: The applicant is proposing to extend Tallman drive to the southwest.  
There will be no direct access onto Wattles Road.  City Management prefers 
a direct vehicular connection onto Wattles Road.  The applicant has not 
provided alternate layouts. 

 
Sidewalks: The applicant is proposing a 5-foot wide sidewalk along both 
sides of the cul-de-sac. 

 
Walkways: There is a 5-foot wide walkway proposed to connect Wattles 
Road and the proposed 5-foot wide interior sidewalk. 

  
Utilities: The parcel is served by public water and sewer. 

 
Attachments: 
1. Maps 
2. Layout for Crestwood Preferred by City Management 
3. Unplatted Residential Development Levels of Approval 
4. Comparison Between Site Condominiums and Plats 
5. Public Comments from December 9, 2003 Planning Commission Regular 

Meeting 
6. Preliminary Site Plan for Crestwood Site Condominium 
7. Petition 
 
cc: RWT Building, LLC, owner 
 File 
 













UNPLATTED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LEVELS OF APPROVAL 
 

Preliminary Plan Approval  
A sign is placed on the property informing the public of the proposed development. 
Adjacent property owners are notified by mail 
Public meeting held by Planning Commission for review and recommendation to City Council 
City Council reviews and approvals plan 
 
The following items are addressed at Preliminary Plan Approval: 

• Street Pattern, including potential stub streets for future development 
• Potential development pattern for adjacent properties 
• Fully dimensioned residential parcel layout, including proposed building configurations 

o Number of lots 
o Building setbacks 
o Lot dimensions 
o Locations of easements 

• Preliminary sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and water main layout 
• Environmental Impact Statement (if required) 
• Location(s) of wetlands on the property 
 

Final Plan Approval 
Notice sign is posted on site 
City Council review and approval of: 

• Final Plan 
• Contract for Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private Agreement) 
 

The following items are addressed at Final Plan Approval: 
• Fully dimensioned plans of the total property proposed for development, prepared by 

registered Civil Engineer or Land Surveyor 
• Corners of all proposed residential parcels and other points as necessary to determine 

that the potential parcels and building configurations will conform with ordinance 
requirements 

• Warranty Deeds and Easement documents, in recordable form for all ROW. and 
easements which are to be conveyed to the public 

• Construction plans for all utilities and street improvements, prepared in accordance 
with City Engineering Design Standards: 

o Sanitary and Storm sewer 
o Water mains 
o Detention / Retention basins 
o Grading and rear yard drainage 
o Paving and widening lanes 
o Sidewalk and driveway approaches 

• Approval from other government agencies involved with the development 
• Verification of wetlands and M.D.E.Q. permit if necessary 
• Financial guarantees to insure the construction of required improvements and the 

placement of proper property and parcel monuments and markers shall be furnished 
by the petitioner prior to submittal of the Final Plan to the City Council for review and 
approval 

• Floor Plans and Elevations of the proposed residential units 
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COMPARISON BETWEEN SITE CONDOMINIUMS AND PLATS   

 
The site condominium is a form of development that closely resembles the more 
traditional form of land subdivision known as a “subdivision” or a “plat”.  Although both 
types of development have the same basic characteristics, site condominiums are a 
newer form of development and are not, therefore, as familiar to homebuyers and 
neighbors as the more customary plats.  An important concept related to any type of 
condominium development is that condominiums are a form of OWNERSHIP, not a type 
of physical development. 
 
The following summary is intended to compare and contrast the two types of 
development. 
 

1. Comparisons between site condominiums and plats. 
 

a. Statutory Basis – Site condominium subdivisions first became possible 
under the Michigan Condominium Act, which was adopted by the Michigan 
Legislature in 1978.  Plats are created under the Michigan Land Division 
Act, formerly the Michigan Subdivision Control Act of 1967. 

 
b. Nature and Extent of Property Ownership – An individual homesite 

building in a platted subdivision is called a “lot”.  In a site condominium, 
each separate building site or homesite is referred to by the Condominium 
Act as a “unit”.  Each unit is surrounded by “limited common area”, which is 
defined as common elements reserved in the master deed for the exclusive 
use of less than all of the co-owners”.  The remaining area in the site 
condominium is “general common area”, defined as the common elements 
reserved in the master deed for the use of all of the co-owners.  The nature 
and extent of ownership of a platted lot and a condominium unit, with the 
associated limited common area, are essentially equivalent from both a 
practical and legal standpoint. 

 
c. Compliance with Zoning Ordinance – Both site condominiums and 

subdivisions are required to comply with the minimum requirements of the 
City of Troy Zoning Ordinance for area and bulk, including minimum lot 
size, lot width, setbacks and building height.  Essentially, site 
condominiums and subdivisions in Troy must “look” similar.   

 
d. Creation/Legal Document – A site condominium is established by 

recording in the records of the county in which the land is located a master 
deed, bylaws and condominium subdivision plan (“plan”).  A platted 
subdivision is created by the recording of a subdivision plat (“plat”), usually 
coupled with a declaration of easements, covenants, conditions and 
restrictions   The plan depicts the condominium units and limited and 
general common areas, while the plat defines the lots.  Both have 



PREPARED BY CITY OF TROY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 
01-17-03 

substantially the same geometrical appearance and characteristics.  The 
master deed and bylaws on the one hand and the declaration on the other 
have essentially the same functions with respect to the site condominium or 
platted subdivision, namely, establishment of:  (i) building and use 
restrictions; (ii) rights of homeowners to use common areas; (iii) financial 
obligations of owners; and, (iv) procedures for operation of the subdivision. 

 
e. Home Maintenance and Real Estate Taxes – Each unit and lot, as 

respectively depicted on a condominium plan or subdivision plat, together 
with any home located thereon, are required to be individually maintained 
by the owner.  Likewise, separate real estate taxes are assessed on each 
condominium unit or platted lot and paid individually by each homeowner. 

 
f. Roads and Utilities – In most plats, roads are dedicated to the public and 

maintained by the county road commission or the municipality in which the 
subdivision is located.  Site condominium roads can be either public or 
private.  Sanitary sewer and water supply are public in both.  Storm water 
detention can vary between public and private dedication in both platted 
and condominium subdivisions.   

 
g. Common Areas – In a site condominium, general common areas, such as 

open space, entrance areas and storm drainage system, are owned by 
condominium unit owners in common as an incident of ownership of each 
unit.  In a platted subdivision, legal title to common areas is owned by a 
homeowners association.  In both forms of development, a homeowners 
association administers the common areas for the benefit of all 
homeowners equally. 

 
h. Homeowners Association – It is important in both types of development 

to incorporate a homeowners association compromised of all lot owners or 
unit owners, as the case may be, to maintain common areas, enforce 
restrictions and regulations, collect assessments and otherwise administer 
the common affairs of the development.  Because the Condominium Act 
confers special enforcement powers upon homeowner associations, which 
are not characteristic of platted subdivision associations, it is generally 
thought that the condominium form is superior from the standpoint of 
enforcing rules and regulations of the private community. 

 
i. Financial Obligations of Homeowners – In both types of development, 

the homeowners association is given the power to assess property owners 
to pay for maintenance of all common areas and other expenses of 
administration.  Failure to pay give rise to a lien on the defaulting owner’s 
homesite thus providing financial security that the common areas will be 
properly maintained for the benefit of all homeowners. 
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j. Public Relations – The same types of public health, safety and welfare 
regulations apply to both forms of development.  Procedurally, the methods 
of applying for and obtaining plat or condominium plan approval are similar 
at the municipal level. 

 
k. Unique Characteristics of Condominium Unit Purchase – The 

Condominium Act provides special benefits for site condominium unit 
purchasers:  (i) a 9-day period after signing a purchase agreement within 
which a purchaser may withdraw without penalty; and (ii) a requirement that 
all condominium documents, supplemented by an explanatory disclosure 
statement, be furnished to all purchasers at the time of entry into a 
purchase agreement.  There are no similar benefits to purchasers provided 
under the Land Division Act. 

 
l. Local and State Review – Both development types require City Council 

approval, following a recommendation by the Planning Commission.  Unlike 
subdivisions, site condominiums do not require the review and approval of 
the Michigan Department of Consumer and Industry Services. For this 
reason it can sometimes take a substantially shorter period of time to obtain 
necessary public approvals of site condominiums than platted subdivisions.   

 
2. Reason for choosing one form versus another. 

 
Developers and municipalities often prefer the site condominium approach 
because of better control of market timing.  It should be emphasized that the 
site condominium choice never sacrifices any public protections that would 
otherwise be present in the case of a platted subdivision under similar 
circumstances. 

 
3. Conclusion. 

 
The platted subdivision approach and the newer site condominium technique 
are two different statutory methods of reaching essentially the same practical 
and legal result of subdividing real estate into separate residential building 
sites.  Both methods are required to meet substantially the same public health, 
safety and welfare requirements.  The site condominium is sometimes chosen 
over the platted subdivisions because of perceived benefits to purchasers, 
homeowners, and developers. 
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SITE CONDOMINIUM SITE PLAN 
 
Chairman Littman extended apologies to the abutting homeowners who received 
notifications of the proposed Crestwood Site Condominium development at such a late 
date.   
 
Mr. Waller requested a legal opinion as to whether or not Item 4, Crestwood Site 
Condominium, should be tabled because notifications were not received in a timely 
manner.   
 
Mr. Motzny responded there is no legal requirement to table the item and no reason why 
the Commission cannot proceed at this time; however, the Commission has the discretion 
to table the item if it wishes.   
 
4. SITE PLAN REVIEW – Proposed Crestwood Site Condominium (Revised Plan), 23 

units proposed, North side of Wattles, East of Livernois, Section 15 – R-1C 
 
Mr. Savidant presented a summary of the Planning Department report for the 
proposed Crestwood Site Condominium.  Mr. Savidant reported that it is the 
recommendation of the Planning Department to approve the preliminary site plan 
application subject to four conditions:  (1) redesign the street layout to replace 
unit 12 with a direct vehicular connection onto Wattles Road; (2) dedicate the 
detention basin to the City of Troy and construct a 12-foot wide paved driveway 
for future maintenance; (3) provide a walkway to connect Wattles Road and the 
proposed street; and (4) clearly mark the “open space” on the site plan as “future 
convertible area” as required by the Condominium Act.   
 
Mr. Kramer asked for clarification on the Planning Department’s recommendation 
to provide a public walkway.   
 
Mr. Miller explained that should the proposed development be approved with no 
connection to Wattles Road, the Planning Department recommends that a 
pedestrian connection be provided, which could be combined with the access to 
the storm water retention basin.   
 
Mr. Strat asked for confirmation that the Fire Department reviewed the proposed 
plan, noting the dead end road situation. 
 
Mr. Savidant confirmed the plan was reviewed by the Fire Department and noted 
the Fire Department’s preference would be to have a cul de sac.  The Fire 
Department gave approval of the plan because the plan is well designed to 
handle the turning radius and weight requirements of emergency vehicles, and it 
is understood that the road is temporary because the applicant has indicated his 
intention for future development. 
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Mr. Miller stated that the possibility of future development has posed a problem 
with respect to whether designations on the site plan are temporary or 
permanent. 
 
Mr. Strat asked if some creativity, character or ambience could be used in the 
construction of the public walkway that is also to be used for access to the 
retention basin.  
 
Mr. Miller agreed and encouraged Mr. Strat to ask the petitioner how and if that 
could be accomplished. 
 
Mr. Miller requested the Assistant City Attorney to address “convertible areas” 
within site condominium developments. 
 
Mr. Motzny said the Condominium Act allows for a “convertible area” and 
provided the definition of “convertible area” as defined in the Condominium Act.  
Mr. Motzny read the specific requirements of a “convertible area” as stipulated in 
Section 31 of the Condominium Act.   
 
There was a brief discussion on the location of the temporary construction 
access road.  Mr. Miller said it is the suggestion of the Planning Department to 
locate the construction access road between units 8 and 9, and noted the 
petitioner has indicated the access would not be located in the wetlands area.   
 
The petitioner, Mike Lamb of RWT Building LLC, 2065 Livernois, Troy, was 
present.  Mr. Lamb thanked the Planning Department and others for their 
assistance in the long development process for this piece of property.  Mr. Lamb 
addressed the construction road access.  He indicated the existing road located 
on the highest point of the property would be used, and the open space would 
remain undisturbed.   
 
Mr. Lamb agreed to provide a public walkway with access onto Wattles Road and 
an 8-foot wide sidewalk along Wattles Road, as recommended by the Planning 
Department.  Mr. Lamb proposed an alternate plan to provide an asphalt pathway 
through the open space, if it is feasible.   
 
Mr. Lamb said that the access to the retention basin for maintenance purposes 
would be provided as directed by the Engineering Department.   
 
Mr. Lamb addressed the limited common area.  Mr. Lamb said it was originally 
intended to provide the future access to Livernois as a compromise measure 
between the homeowners, the Planning Commission and the recommendations of 
the City.  Should the City desire a connection to Wattles Road, there would be 
space available and language would be provided in the condominium documents to 
allow the City to provide the connection.  Mr. Lamb stated that for potential future 
development, he would like the ability to continue the road to Livernois and provide 
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more lots.  He stated that currently it is not financially feasible because of the 
retention pond and wetlands area.  Mr. Lamb stated that the flood plain would 
remain as a natural area for the enjoyment of residents, now and in the future.   
 
Mr. Kramer asked if the site plan as displayed on the tripod is the site plan for 
approval by the Commission, with the only modification being the slight movement 
of the 12-foot wide detention access.   
 
Mr. Lamb responded in the affirmative.  He indicated that his attorney would 
provide the “convertible area” language required to be clearly marked on the site 
plan.   
 
Mr. Waller asked the petitioner if he intends to make the public walkway access 
along the north side of the retention pond coming out to Wattles Road a little further 
to the west.   
 
Mr. Lamb responded in the affirmative.  He indicated he would pursue the feasibility 
of providing an asphalt pathway around the perimeter of the retention pond and 
providing a picnic area.   
 
Mr. Waller said he is in support of that concept because it would create a different 
shape to the natural area and would eliminate the proposed walkway from the 
western-most lot. 
 
Mr. Kramer asked the petitioner to address water issues in relation to the finished 
grade of the property with the existing grade along the north property line.   
 
Mr. Lamb confirmed there should be no drainage concerns because of the number 
of catch basins that are being provided.   
 
Mr. Strat questioned if the petitioner has conducted any studies with respect to 
what might happen to existing trees if the water table is changed.   
 
Mr. Lamb confirmed that he conferred with the City’s Landscape Analyst in this 
respect.  
 
Mr. Strat asked the petitioner if he realized that the probability of future 
development in the area as relates to the flood plain would not be good.   
 
Mr. Lamb responded that he believes it would be a 50-50 proposition; that the flood 
plain could be easily diminished and the wetlands area is eligible for re-evaluation 
in two years.   
 
Chairman Littman asked the petitioner why he decided to come back to the 
Planning Commission with a new site plan, noting that the previous plan submitted 
did not include a connection to Tallman and was approved by the City Council.  
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That plan included much discussion at both the Planning Commission and the City 
Council levels.   
 
Mr. Lamb responded that he was not a part of the discussions for the original plan 
before the Planning Commission and the City Council.  He said that although the 
thought behind the original approved plan was genuine, the financial considerations 
of the original plan after engineering review were tremendous.  He cited a 
difference of $200,000 between the original plan and the plan before the 
Commission tonight, and also noted that the revised site plan allows for the 
possibility of future development.   
 
Mr. Wright said that in comparing the original approved plan with the plan before 
the Commission tonight, it appears the detention basin relocation is not a problem 
on either plan and that there is the same number of lots along Wattles Road.  
 
Mr. Lamb said that two future lots, at a value of $100,000 each, were eliminated.  
He confirmed that the lot count is the same. 
 
Mr. Wright asked the petitioner if it is the $200,000 improvements along Wattles 
Road that he would rather avoid making.   
 
Mr. Lamb said they do not want to make the improvements along Wattles Road and 
that there are other issues with regard to the street layout.    
 
Mr. Wright said he recalled the January meeting at which a lot of abutting 
residents were adamantly opposed to any additional traffic coming through their 
subdivision, and that was the primary reason for the Planning Commission to 
approve the original site plan with the connection to Wattles Road.  He voiced 
concern with those same residents not having ample notice to voice their 
concerns at tonight’s meeting.   
 
Mr. Lamb said that there have been discussions with most of the residents over 
the past year, and noted that most of the residents have resigned themselves to 
the fact that there will be a development going in behind their homes.  Mr. Lamb 
said it is poor planning to build a subdivision where parents must drive 1.5 miles 
to get to a school that is located one quarter of a mile away.  He said that parties 
who buy houses on dead-end streets should realize that the property owner who 
owns the property at the dead-end street is entitled to have access to the public 
utilities and public streets.  Mr. Lamb said that he believes the proposed 
development will provide a better community.     
 
Chairman Littman opened the floor for public comment. 
 
Bruce Bloomingdale of 4264 Tallman, Troy, was present.  Mr. Bloomingdale stated 
he just received the notice on the proposed development in today’s mail.  In that 
approximate four-hour time span, Mr. Bloomingdale contacted 13 of his neighbors 
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who expressed that their positions on the proposed development have not 
changed.  Mr. Bloomingdale recalled that several months ago, the Chambers was 
filled, both at the Planning Commission meeting and the City Council meeting, with 
neighbors who were present to voice their objections to the proposed development.  
He said it was unfortunate that the neighbors were not given enough notice tonight 
to make their presence.  Mr. Bloomingdale assured the Commission that the 
affected neighbors are adamantly and vehemently opposed to the development 
connecting to Tallman.   
 
Mr. Bloomingdale strongly urged the Commission to take the same position as it 
previously did and to made a recommendation of denial to the City Council on the 
basis of connecting the development to Tallman.  Mr. Bloomingdale expressed 
concerns with the wetlands area, increase in traffic congestion, traffic cutting 
through the subdivision, and emergency vehicle accessibility.  Mr. Bloomingdale 
stated that he is opposed to the developer’s and the City’s stands on 
interconnectivity.  He said that the residents who live on Leetonia, Randall, Tallman 
and Longfellow will not support nor endorse connecting the proposed development 
to Tallman and are totally opposed to interconnectivity.  Mr. Bloomingdale thinks 
that the original compromise to provide access on Wattles Road is the best 
development plan.   
 
Mr. Storrs asked Mr. Bloomingdale if he would be in favor of the east-west road 
ending in a cul de sac if it did not connect to Wattles. 
 
Mr. Bloomingdale said that would help, and noted that he has no problem with the 
development as long as it does not tie into Tallman. 
 
Chairman Littman asked Mr. Bloomingdale if he objects to the connection to 
Tallman if there is no way to get out to Wattles. 
 
Mr. Bloomingdale said he objects to the development tying into Tallman in any way, 
shape or form.  He said that tying the development into Wattles is the logical and 
proper way to do it, and said he absolutely objects to connecting the development 
to both Tallman and Wattles.    
 
The floor was closed. 
 
Mr. Storrs said the Commission struggled a lot with the connection to Tallman 
and to Wattles.  He noted the subdivision has a lot of long straight streets that 
could become a racetrack, and that was the reason why the Commission did not 
like the connection to Wattles.  Mr. Storrs thinks the revised site plan is a better 
option if it ended in a cul de sac, or something that does not go out to Wattles.  
He said it does make the grand shortcut through that square mile. 
 
Mr. Kramer said there are several sides of the argument.  Mr. Kramer said he 
sympathizes with the neighbors’ concern of the racetrack traffic, as he can attest 
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to it himself because he used to live in the area.  Mr. Kramer noted it would not 
be favorable to make another curb cut on Wattles Road, which would add to the 
traffic backup that already exists, particularly during evening hours.  Mr. Kramer 
feels that the future residents in the subdivision should have the same access to 
Leonard Elementary School and the open space, as the current subdivision 
residents.  For those reasons, Mr. Kramer does not support a connection to 
Wattles.  He believes the connection to Tallman would be the lesser of two evils. 
 
Mr. Wright said that the Commission previously approved a perfectly good plan 
and he sees no reason to change it.   
 
Mr. Waller said he supports Mr. Kramer’s observations.  With respect to tabling 
the matter, Mr. Waller suggested that the Commission make a recommendation 
to the City Council this evening to spare the concerned residents having to attend 
two meetings to voice their opinions.   
 
Mr. Strat asked for the opinion of the Planning Department. 
 
Mr. Miller said that City Management would hold steadfast for interconnectivity in 
the subdivision unless a clear cut-through is created.  He noted the item was 
discussed at an administrative development committee meeting, and it is the 
opinion of the Transportation Engineer that the proposed development would not 
create a direct cut-through.  Mr. Miller reported that the Planning Department 
would prefer a connection to Wattles Road, but if the Commission opts for no 
connection to Wattles Road, the Planning Department would like to ensure that a 
pedestrian connection to Wattles Road is provided.  Mr. Miller said he likes the 
petitioner’s suggestion for a pathway.   
 
Mr. Strat asked if the Planning Department would support a cul de sac, in lieu of 
a dead-end street. 
 
Mr. Miller said that the Planning Department would want a cul de sac should 
future development not go any further to the west.   
 
Resolution # PC-2003-12-064 
Moved by:  Waller 
Seconded by: Schultz 
 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends to City Council that the 
Preliminary Site Plan as requested for Crestwood Site Condominium, including 23 
units, located north of Wattles Road and east of Livernois Road, Section 15, within 
the R-1C zoning district be granted, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Detention basin shall be dedicated to the City of Troy for future maintenance.  

A 12-foot wide paved driveway shall be constructed on this property for the 



PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING - FINAL  DECEMBER 9, 2003 

purpose of detention pond maintenance from Wattles Road, to be located 
along side Wattles Road at the restrictor end of the detention pond. 

 
2. A walkway connection shall be provided to connect Wattles Road and the 

proposed street, extending along side the north side of the detention pond to 
the west end of the detention pond as proposed by the applicant. 

 
3. The “open space” shown on the site plan shall be clearly marked as “Limited 

Common Area – Open Space – Future Site Condominium Development “ on 
all drawings and also all appropriate condominium documents shall reference 
this same future use. 

 
4. The construction or access road as shown on the drawing shall be removed 

and the existing crushed gravel driveway further to the east would be the 
access road as indicated by the applicant. 

 
5. That a temporary cul de sac be constructed at the west end of the street with 

the understanding that it would be removed if at any time in the future the lot 
development was extended to the west.   

 
Discussion on the motion on the floor. 
 
Mr. Miller suggested that condition #3 reference the “Limited Common Area” as 
“Convertible Area”.   
 
Mr. Motzny was in agreement because “Convertible Area” is the term used in the 
Condominium Act. 
 
Mr. Waller moved to amend the motion to reflect the appropriate language as 
recommended by the City legal representative.  Mr. Schultz seconded the motion 
as amended.   
 
Mr. Schultz requested to include in the motion that it is the Commission’s 
recommendation if the area to the west of the proposed temporary cul de sac is 
developed in the future, that there shall be no interconnection to Wattles Road 
from that development. 
 
Mr. Waller agreed to amend the motion as such.   
 
Chairman Littman noted that the petitioner indicated he is not 100% sure that he 
can place the walkway around the detention basis as indicated in the motion.  He 
asked Mr. Waller if he would like to provide in the motion some flexibility in 
providing the walkway.   
 
Mr. Waller responded in the negative.  Mr. Waller requested that should the 
petitioner not be able to provide the walkway around the detention basis, that the 
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matter come back to the Planning Commission with a written explanation from 
City Management or staff as to the reasons why it cannot be provided.   
 
Mr. Storrs noted the motion, as amended, does not say the cul de sac has to 
remain where it is.  If the lots would be developed in the future, the cul de sac 
could shift west as long as the connection does not go down to Wattles Road.  
Mr. Storrs is in favor of this addition to the motion.   
 
Mr. Schultz requested that the motion reflect that the site plan shall come back 
for review by the Planning Commission should there be any substantial change 
to the site plan.   
 
Mr. Waller agreed to amend the motion as such.   
 
Resolution # PC-2003-12-064 (as amended) 
Moved by:  Waller 
Seconded by: Schultz 
 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends to City Council that the 
Preliminary Site Plan as requested for Crestwood Site Condominium, including 23 
units, located north of Wattles Road and east of Livernois Road, Section 15, within 
the R-1C zoning district be granted, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Detention basin shall be dedicated to the City of Troy for future maintenance.  

A 12-foot wide paved driveway shall be constructed on this property for the 
purpose of detention pond maintenance from Wattles Road, to be located 
along side Wattles Road at the restrictor end of the detention pond. 

 
2. A walkway connection shall be provided to connect Wattles Road and the 

proposed street, extending along side the north side of the detention pond to 
the west end of the detention pond as proposed by the applicant; and further, 
should the applicant not be able to provide the walkway as proposed, a 
written explanation from City Management or staff as to the reasons why it 
cannot be provided shall be provided to the Planning Commission.   

 
3. The “open space” shown on the site plan shall be clearly marked as 

“Convertible Area “ on all drawings and also all appropriate condominium 
documents shall reference this same future use. 

 
4. The construction or access road as shown on the drawing shall be removed 

and the existing crushed gravel driveway further to the east would be the 
access road as indicated by the applicant. 

 
5. That a temporary cul de sac be constructed at the west end of the street with 

the understanding that it would be removed if at any time in the future the lot 
development was extended to the west.   
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6. That if the area to the west of the proposed temporary cul de sac is 

developed in the future, there shall be no interconnection to Wattles Road 
from that development. 

 
7. That should there be any substantial change to the site plan, the site plan 

shall come back before the Planning Commission for review and approval.   
 
Vote on the motion as amended.   
 
Yes: Kramer, Schultz, Storrs, Strat, Vleck, Waller 
No: Littman, Wright 
Absent: Chamberlain 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
 
Mr. Wright said the City had a perfectly good plan in place, and he has not heard 
satisfactory justification in changing the plan.  He noted the prime discussion at 
earlier meetings was the length of the straight street runs that would create an easy 
cut-through in the subdivision.   
 
Chairman Littman voted against the site plan for the same reasons.  He noted the 
Commission listened to the residents’ concerns, and the Commission and the 
elected officials on the City Council thought the original plan was a great plan.  He 
thinks the original plan should be kept in place.   

 
 





















































TO: Mayor and Members of Troy City Council   
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 

John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/ Finance & 
Administration 
Tonni L. Bartholomew, City Clerk 
Lori Grigg Bluhm, City Attorney 

DATE: January 22, 2004 

  
  

SUBJECT: Charter Revision Ballot Proposals  
 

At the Special City Council meeting of January 20, 2004, City Council passed a resolution, 
approving placement of Charter amendment proposals on the April ballot.  One of the approved 
ballot questions concerned a possible amendment to 7.5.5 of the Charter.  The ballot question 
asks whether the Charter should be amended to define a term as two years and 30 days, and 
was initially proposed in connection with the State Election Consolidation Laws. 
 
Since it was not specifically addressed at the Special meeting, it is unclear whether City Council 
wishes to include this question on the ballot or wait until the November 2005 election to address 
this issue.  As a result, the ballot question has not been included in the proposed voter 
educational brochure.  If City Council desires to include this question on the ballot, the following 
language could be inserted in the proposed voter educational brochure that will be discussed as 
the second portion of this Agenda item: 
 
Charter Amendment Proposal 04-6 
A PROPOSAL TO AMEND THE TROY CITY CHARTER SECTION 7.5.5 – TERM LIMITS – 
TO PROVIDE FOR A PARTIAL TERM TO FACILITATE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW 
STATE ELECTION CONSOLIDATION LAWS 
 

Shall Section 7.5.5 of the Troy Charter, which discusses term limits, be amended to delete “Any 
portion of a term served shall constitute one full term” and insert “Any service greater than two 
years plus one month constitutes a term”? 
 
Should this amendment be approved? 
 
YES ___ NO ___ 
 
YES Those that support a YES vote believe 

that Troy City Council members should 
not have a term that is less than two 
years and one month be applied 
towards term limitations.  One partial 
term may be required to implement the 
new State Election Consolidation 
Laws that go into effect in 2005. 

NO Those that support a NO vote believe that 
any length of time served as a Troy City 
Council member should count as a full-
term. One partial term may be required to 
implement the new State Election 
Consolidation Laws that go into effect in 
2005. 

 
On the other hand, City Council also has the option of moving the removal of the question from 
the ballot via the following resolution: 
 

RESOLVED, That Ballot Charter Amendment question pertaining to Section 7.5.5 be 
removed from the April 5, 2004 City General Election.  

City of Troy
F-04a



January 21, 2004 
 
 
 

TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Content Neutral Informational Brochures for Ballot Issues 
 
 
 
I previously tasked staff members copied below to address all concerns that are brought to 
our attention relative to the ballot issues that will be placed before the voters this April.  
Specifically, I’m referring to all proposed Charter amendments, as well as the authority to 
convey property for conference/hotel facilities.  In addition, staff was asked to address 
other issues that are germane to educating the public in this regard so the voters may 
make an informed decision. 
 
Staff worked with the City Attorney’s Office in developing these issues and also to ensure 
content neutrality.  So too, bond counsel had input in this process. 
 
The results of this endeavor are attached, and I wish to especially thank team leaders 
Tonni Bartholomew and Doug Smith for taking the brunt of the write and re-write efforts; 
also to Lori Bluhm for working with staff and assuring content neutrality. 
 
If you have a zone of comfort with this work product, the next step in the process is to 
have Cindy Stewart develop two separate brochures via one mass mailing to all residential 
units.  The estimated cost for developing these brochures is $9,500 (including postage) 
and our target date for mailing is February 20, 2004.  Funds are available for this 
expenditure in the Community Affairs Department’s accounts for printing and mailing. 
 
As always, please feel free to call should you have any questions. 
 
 
 
JS/mr\AGENDA ITEMS\2004\02.02.04 – Brochures 
 
c: Carol Anderson, Parks and Recreation Director 

Tonni Bartholomew, City Clerk 
 Lori Bluhm, City Attorney 
 Laura Fitzpatrick, Assistant to the City Manager 
 John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance & Administration 

Nino Licari, City Assessor 
 Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
 Doug Smith, Real Estate & Development Director 
 Cindy Stewart, Community Affairs Director 

City of Troy
F-04b



January 20, 2004 
 
 
TO:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
   
FROM: John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance & Administration 
  Doug Smith, Real Estate & Development Director 
  Cindy Stewart, Community Affairs Director 
 
SUBJECT: Printing & Mailing the April 2004 Ballot Proposal Brochures  
 
 
Based on quotes received from local printers, we recommend two brochures (8 
½ x 14 folded in half and nested together and sealed.  This eliminates the need 
for mailing envelopes.  Estimated cost for 37,000 of both brochures is $5,000.  
They will be mailed to all households with the remaining brochures available at 
City Hall, Library, Community Center, and any other appropriate sites.  Bulk rate 
mailing cost is approximately $4,500.  Estimated timeline: If resolution is 
approved by City Council on January 26, the brochures can be designed, printed 
and delivered to residents by February 20.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
CITY OF TROY, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN 

CIVIC CENTER BALLOT PROPOSAL 
CITY GENERAL ELECTION – APRIL 5, 2004 

 
 

Proposal 04- 
A PROPOSAL TO CONVEY SEVEN ACRES OF CIVIC CENTER PROPERTY FOR THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF CONFERENCE/HOTEL FACILITIES 
 

Shall the City of Troy, Michigan be authorized to convey seven acres of the Troy Civic Center site for 
the development of conference/hotel facilities? 

 
Should this proposal be approved? 

 
YES ___  NO ___ 

 
________________________________________________________________________  

 
• The ballot language says, “convey.” Why does it not say “sell or lease”? 

The term “convey” is more encompassing than “sale or lease”, and provides flexibility with 
potential financing arrangements, which could include sales, partial ownership, or partial lease 
rights, or leasing arrangements that grant rights similar to ownership. 
 

LAND USE: 
 

• Where are the seven acres in question? 
The attached map depicts the land. 

 
• What are the long-term City goals for this area? 

As discussed by City Council, the Civic Center site development should provide an 
attractive gathering place with landscaped and open space, outdoor amphitheatre, water 
amenities, ice rink, band shelter, benches, etc. that draw citizens, visitors and families to 
enjoy a vibrant outdoor setting year around and can accommodate city- wide events. 
 
Troy voters are now being asked if the Civic Center site is to be complemented with 
conference center and hotel facilities on the southeast quadrant of the site.  

 
• What is the difference between the requested seven acres and the eleven acres that has 

been referenced in project discussions?  What relationship does the four-acre “Ford & 
Earl” parcel have to the project?   
The ballot proposal requests a conveyance of seven acres of land.  The City of Troy 
Employee Retirement Board owns a contiguous parcel of four acres, previously owned by 
Ford & Earl, which may be included as part of the final development.  However, the 
Employee Retirement Board, a separate legal entity, would need to approve any such sale 
or lease.   

 
• Why has the Civic Center site been chosen for this proposed development, when there 

are other sites in Troy that are large enough to support this type of development?    



A successful conference center requires a public/private partnership.  The public land on 
this site allows the City to use the land or proceeds thereof to participate in the 
partnership.   
 
 

• What is the current concept for the conference center?   
The intent is to develop a conference center that can accommodate up to 2,000 people in 
a single assembly hall that can be broken down into several breakout rooms. 
 

• What is the current concept for the hotel?   
The expectation is that it will be a full-service hotel. 

 
FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS: 
 

• Will the land be conveyed for fair market value, who will determine the fair market value 
of the site and what is that value today? 
Michigan law requires that the conveyance of municipal property be for adequate 
consideration, which is generally regarded as fair market value.  An independent appraiser 
will determine the fair market value and this value will be used as the minimum threshold 
for conveyance.  Without a formal appraisal, any estimate is highly speculative.   
 

• Where will the proceeds go from the sale of the land?   
It is anticipated that some or all of the land sale proceeds will be necessary to satisfy the 
City of Troy’s obligations in a public/private partnership by providing capital funding for 
the development of the conference center and parking deck. 
 

• Who will pay for the development of the hotel/conference center? 
Project financing will be determined after proposals are received.  However, it is likely 
that there will be a public/private partnership, where the City of Troy may be expected to 
make a contribution. It is expected that the hotel and conference center would be 
managed by the private sector.  A substantial majority of the required financing will be 
provided by and be the responsibility of the private sector. 
 

• Does the City have protection from long-term financial liability for this project?    
City Council has studied different legal arrangements that will protect the City from long-
term financial liability.  The City anticipates utilizing a financial structure that has been 
used by other cities and is designed to protect the City from any financial obligation for 
the cost of the building and equipping the hotel and conference center.  City Council has 
directed that no City taxes will be committed to the project.  It is possible that taxes 
generated by the project and captured by the Downtown Development Authority may be 
used to pay the project costs that benefit the public at large.  
 

• What assurances can be given that the revenues from the hotel/conference center will be 
sufficient to pay operating costs and bond obligations so Troy tax payers do not have to 
cover shortfalls? 
City Council anticipates that the project will be financed by a non-profit corporation, which will 
bear the financing risk of the project without any liability to the City for the financing or 
operation of the hotel/conference center.  Proposals will be evaluated on their ability to 
adequately cover all operating costs and bond obligations.  If the hotel/conference center is 



constructed and fails, depending upon the financing options and agreements the site could be 
converted to other uses. 

 
• What is a Section 63-20 plan option to finance the project?    

Section 63-20 is an IRS ruling that permits a type of financing available for public/private 
projects.  This financing arrangement would require a conveyance of the property to the 
City after all bonds have been paid off, and the City can then utilize the property for City 
purposes or sell it.  Several proposed funding mechanisms will be considered in the 
evaluation process, including but not limited to Section 63-20.   
  

• Will the property taxes generated by the development be deposited into the City General 
Fund or the Downtown Development Authority (DDA)? 
The property is located in the DDA; tax revenues generated by the project will go to the 
DDA to be targeted for infrastructure and public facilities on the Civic Center. 
 

• Will tax abatements be given to the new owner of the site to lower the cost of 
development? 
No. The City has no tax abatement policy available for commercial enterprises.  
 

• With the State budget deficit a major concern, would we expect to receive money from 
the State to pay for part of the development?  Is this a good time to be planning a 
development like this due to the current economic conditions? 
Based on the anticipated regional economic impact, the State has indicated a strong 
interest in this project. The Legislature would have to allocate approximately $40 million 
in 2006 or 2007 to make the project viable. 

 
TRAFFIC AND PARKING CONCERNS: 
 

• Given that the potential development might generate 300 to 1000 car trips per day, are 
there traffic studies that show the impact of traffic on area roads?   
Two separate traffic studies have shown that any additional traffic generated by the 
currently proposed conference center and hotel can be managed effectively with the 
existing local traffic volumes. 
 

• How will the traffic and parking within the proposed development impact other uses in 
the Civic Center Complex, such as the Community Center and Library?  
Development proposals will incorporate adequate traffic flows and parking arrangements for 
the entire Civic Center.   
 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS:  
 

• Is a conference center needed in Troy? 
Two major studies have documented a market justification for the need in southeast 
Michigan for more conference/convention facilities and identified Troy as an ideal 
location.  The studies also indicate that area businesses and industry would benefit from a 
conference center that accommodates a variety of meetings and events. 

 
• Will the conference center take business away from the Community Center or other 

existing facilities in Troy? 



All development proposals for conference center and hotel facilities will focus on the 
ability to increase the total number of visitors to the Troy area and increase business for 
local hotels, restaurants, shopping and public venues. 
 

• What kind of conferences will utilize the facility?  Will they be community oriented like 
home remodeling shows, or will they strictly be business oriented in order to fill the hotel? 
The intent of the development proposal is to have a conference center targeted at annual 
meetings of professional and trade groups and regional meetings for national groups.  
 
(revised 1-20-04) 
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CITY OF TROY, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN 
CHARTER REVISION PROPOSALS 

CITY GENERAL ELECTION – APRIL 5, 2004 
 
Charter Amendment Proposal 04-1 
A PROPOSAL TO AMEND THE TROY CITY CHARTER SECTION 7.9 – NOMINATIONS – TO 
CHANGE THE FILING DATE OF NOMINATION PETITIONS FOR CANDIDATES FOR REGULAR 
CITY ELECTION  
 

Shall Section 7.9 of the Troy Charter, which requires “nomination petitions for candidates for regular 
city elections to be filed with the Clerk on or before 4 o’clock pm of the twenty-eighth (28) day 
preceding the third Monday of February of each year”, be replaced with  “nomination petitions for 
candidates for regular City elections are to be filed with the Clerk on or before 4 o’clock pm of the one 
hundredth (100th) day preceding the City election for each election year”?  
 
Should this amendment be approved? 
 
YES ___  NO ___ 
 
YES Those that support a YES vote believe 

that Troy’s City Council Members 
nomination petition filing deadline should 
be changed to 100 days prior to the City 
General Election Day.  This would avoid 
the potential for an approximate ten-
month delay between the nominating 
petition filing deadline and an election 
held in November.   

NO Those that support a NO vote believe that 
Troy’s City Council Members nomination 
petition filing deadline should remain at a 
date tied to an April City General Election 
date. The recently enacted State Election 
Consolidation Laws have eliminated an April 
City Election Date. In the case of a 
November election, the filing deadline would 
be approximately 10 months prior to election 
day. 

 
INITIATORY AND REFERENDARY PETITIONS 
 
Under Troy’s Charter, citizens can suggest new ordinances or revisions to ordinances through the 
Initiatory process, which are then placed on the ballot.  Similarly, the Referendary Process allows 
citizens to place a propose rescission of an approved ordinance or other City Council action on the 
ballot.  Both of these procedures require the interested citizens to solicit signatures from registered 
Troy voters on petition forms.   
 
The Troy City Charter currently requires that petitions must be signed by no less than 10% of the Troy 
Registered Voters and the signatures on the petition must be obtained within 21 days to place the 
question on a ballot. As of January 5, 2004 there were 54,059 registered electors. 
 
Charter Amendment Proposal 04-2 
A PROPOSAL TO AMEND THE TROY CITY CHARTER SECTION 5.11 – INITIATORY AND 
REFERENDARY PETITIONS – TO REDUCE THE NUMBER OF SIGNATURES REQUIRED ON 
INITIATORY OR REFERENDARY PETITIONS 
 

Shall Section 5.11 of the Troy Charter, which sets forth the requirements for citizens to effectuate 
changes to the City of Troy ordinances through an initiatory or referendary process, be amended to 
reduce the number of signatures from  “at least ten percent of the registered electors of the City”, to 
”at least 2,000 signatures of the registered electors of the City”? 
 



Should this amendment be approved? 
 
YES ___ NO ___ 
 
YES Those that support a YES vote believe 

that the signatures required to place 
Troy initiatory or referendary questions 
on a ballot should be reduced from 10% 
of the registered electors to a new 
number of 2,000 signatures.  

NO Those that support a NO vote believe that 
the signatures required to place Troy 
initiatory or referendary questions on a 
ballot should remain at 10% of the 
registered electors. 

 
Charter Amendment Proposal 04-3 
A PROPOSAL TO AMEND THE TROY CITY CHARTER SECTION 5.11 – INITIATORY AND 
REFERENDARY PETITIONS – TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF DAYS TO GATHER 
SIGNATURES ON INITIATORY OR REFERENDARY PETITIONS 
 

Shall Section 5.11 of the Troy Charter, which sets forth the requirements for citizens to effectuate 
changes to the City of Troy ordinances through an initiatory or referendary process, be amended to 
increase the time period to gather signatures from  “twenty-one” days prior to the filing of the petition 
to “ninety days prior to the filing of the petition”? 
 
Should this amendment be approved? 
 
YES ___  NO ___ 
 
YES Those that support a YES vote believe 

that the time period to gather signatures 
on Troy initiatory or referendary petitions 
to place questions on the ballot should 
be increased from 21 days to 90 days. 

NO Those that support a NO vote believe that 
the time period to gather signatures on Troy 
initiatory or referendary petitions should 
remain at 21 days. 

 
Charter Amendment Proposal 04-4 
A PROPOSAL TO AMEND THE TROY CITY CHARTER SECTION 12.1 – PURCHASE AND SALE 
OF PROPERTY - TO PROVIDE A MECHANISM TO OBTAIN COMPETITIVE BIDS THROUGH THE 
TRADITIONAL SEALED BID PROCEDURE OR ALTERNATIVE METHODS 
 

Shall Section 12.1 of the Charter, which currently requires sealed bids to be obtained for all sales and 
purchases in excess of ten thousand dollars, be amended to allow for competitive bids through 
alternative methods including but not limited to electronic submission or reverse auction methods, by 
replacing “sealed bids shall be obtained” with “competitive bids shall be obtained through a traditional 
sealed bid procedure or alternative methods, providing the method used preserves the integrity of the 
competitive process”? 
 
Should this amendment be approved? 
 
YES ___  NO ___ 
 
YES In today’s bid environment there are 

several methods to obtain bids, including 
NO Those that support a NO vote believe that 

all City sales and purchases in dollar 



by not limited to electronic submission or 
reverse auction methods. Those that 
support a YES vote believe that the City 
should be allowed to use those 
alternative electronic methods to obtain 
sales and purchases in dollar amounts 
greater than $10,000 as long as the 
method used preserves the integrity of 
the competitive bid process. 

amounts greater than $10,000 should not be 
made through alternative electronic 
methods of obtaining competitive bids. 

 
Charter Amendment Proposal 04-5 
A PROPOSAL TO AMEND THE TROY CITY CHARTER SECTION 3.8.5 – U.S. CONGRESS TERM 
LIMITATION PROCLAMATION - TO ELIMINATE THE REQUIREMENT OF THE MAYOR TO SEND 
A PROCLMATION TO THE U.S. CONGRESS ENCOURAGING CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS 
 

Shall Section 3.8.5 of the Troy Charter be repealed to eliminate the requirement for the Mayor to send 
an annual proclamation to the U.S. Congress encouraging them to use their best efforts to amend the 
Constitution to require term limits on the U.S. Congress? 
 
Should this amendment be approved? 
 
YES ___ NO ___ 
 
YES Those that support a YES vote believe 

that the requirement placed on the 
Mayor should be eliminated. 

NO Those that support a NO vote believe that 
the Mayor should be required to send a 
proclamation to the U.S. Congress to 
encourage them to try to amend the U.S. 
Constitution to require Congressional term 
limits. 
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DATE: January 19, 2004 
 
TO:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
FROM: Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
 Steve Vandette, City Engineer 
 Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item - PRELIMINARY SITE CONDOMINIUM REVIEW – Wattles 

Ridge Site Condominium, South of Wattles, East of Rochester, Section 23 – 
R-1C 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
At the November 11, 2003 Regular Meeting, the Planning Commission recommended 
approval of the Preliminary Site Condominium as submitted, subject to the dedication of a 
20-foot wide public access way to the City of Troy as part of the retention area, including a 
12-foot wide paved public access drive.  Subsequent to this meeting, the City Engineering 
Department has determined that on-site detention is not required since the petitioner is able 
to utilize a regional detention basin in Lakeside Park.  The petitioner modified the site plan 
to eliminate the on-site detention area.  The general layout of the development and the 
number of units did not change. 
 
City Management recommends approval of the Preliminary Site Condominium application 
as submitted. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of Owner / Applicant: 
The owner is listed on the application as Modena Development Corporation.  Modena 
Development Corporation has a purchase agreement with seven property owners.  The 
applicant is John DeBruyne of SDA Architects, Inc. 
 
It must be noted that there seems to be uncertainty regarding the ownership of one of the 
parcels.  This issue needs to be resolved prior to Final Site Condominium Approval. 
 
Location of subject property: 
The property is located south of Wattles, east of Rochester in section 23. 
 
Size of subject parcel: 
The parcel is approximately 4.92 acres in area. 

City of Troy
F-05
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Description of proposed development, including number and density of units: 
The applicant is proposing a 14-unit site condominium on 4.92 acres, which represents a 
density of 2.85 units per acre.  It should be noted that the site plan calls out each of the 14 
units as “lots”.  They should instead be indicated as “units” (for example Unit 1, Unit 2, etc.) 
as per the Condominium Act.  This correction will need to be made prior to Final Site 
Condominium Approval. 
 
At the request of the Planning Department, the applicant provided an alternate layout, titled 
Alternate Prelim. Site Plan ‘A’.  In this layout, Burns Street does not end at a cul-de-sac, and 
instead stubs at the northern property line.  This layout features 13 lots. 
 
Current use of subject property: 
The property is currently vacant. 
 
Current use of adjacent parcels: 
North: Single family residential. 
 
South: Single family residential. 
 
East: Single family residential. 
 
West: Commercial.  
 
Current zoning classification: 
The property is currently zoned R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
Zoning classification of adjacent parcels:  
North: R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
South: R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
East: R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
West: B-3 General Business. 
 
Future Land Use Designation: 
The property is designated on the Future Land Use Plan as Low Density Residential. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Compliance with area and bulk requirements: 
Lot Area:  10,500 square feet.  
 
Lot Width:  85 feet. 
 
Height:  2 stories or 25 feet. 
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Setbacks: Front:  30 feet. 
  Side (least one):  10 feet. 
  Side (total two):  20 feet.  
  Rear:  40 feet. 
 
Minimum Floor Area:  1,200 square feet. 
 
Maximum Lot Coverage:  30 %. 
 
The applicant meets the area and bulk requirements of the R-1C District. 
 
Off-street parking and loading requirements:  
The applicant will be required to provide 2 off-street parking spaces per unit. 
 
Environmental provisions, including Tree Preservation Plan: 
A Tree Preservation Plan was submitted as part of the application. 
 
Stormwater detention: 
On-site detention is not required since the petitioner is able to utilize a regional detention 
basin in Lakeside Park. 
 
Natural features and floodplains: 
The Natural Features Map indicates that there are woodlands located on the property.  A 
Wetland Evaluation was conducted by King & MacGregor Environmental Inc.  The report 
indicates there is a 1-acre non-regulated wetland on the parcel.   
 
Subdivision Control Ordinance, Article IV Design Standards  
 

Blocks:  Access to the site condominium will be provided by Burns Street, a paved public 
street. 
 
Lots:  All units meet the minimum area and bulk requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Easements:  The applicant will be required to provide utility easements.   
 
Topographic Conditions:  The applicant provided a Topographic Survey of the property. 
 
Streets:  The cul-de-sac is extended by approximately 590 feet. 
 
Sidewalks:  The applicant is proposing to install 5-foot wide sidewalks along both sides 
of Burns Street. 
 
Utilities: The parcel is served by public water and sewer. 
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Attachments: 
 
1. Maps 
2. Planning Commission Minutes 
3. Wetlands Determinaiton 
4. Unplatted Residential Development Levels of Approval 
5. Comparison Between Site Condominiums and Plats 
6. Public Comment 
7. Alternate Layout C2 
 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/Wattles Ridge Site Condominium 
 
 
 
G:\SUBDIVISIONS & SITE CONDOS\WATTLES RIDGE SITE CONDO\CC Memo Wattles Ridge Site Condo Prelim 01 15 04.doc 
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SITE CONDOMINIUM SITE PLAN 
 
3. SITE PLAN REVIEW – Proposed Wattles Ridge Site Condominium, 14 units 

proposed, South of Wattles, East of Rochester Road, Section 23 – R-1C 
 
Mr. Savidant presented a summary of the Planning Department report for the 
proposed site condominium development.  He reported that ownership of one of 
the parcels is involved in an on-going lawsuit and noted that it has no relevancy 
to the site plan submittal.  The Planning Department prefers the layout with 14 
units, as opposed to the alternate layout with 13 units that was submitted at the 
request of the Planning Department.   
 
Mr. Savidant reported that it is the recommendation of the Planning Department 
to approve the Preliminary Site Condominium as submitted with the condition 
that a 20-foot wide public access way is dedicated to the City of Troy, including a 
12-foot wide paved public access drive, from Wattles Road to the detention pond.   
 
Connections to Wattles Road, the detention basin and access to the detention 
basin, and future development of the frontage parcels were discussed.   
 
The petitioner, John DeBruyne of SDA Architects, Inc., 2201 Twelve Mile Road, 
Warren, was present.   
 
Sam Mercurio, developer, of 5540 Brookside, Washington Township, and Tom 
Rice, broker with TDR Associates, 28291 Martindale, New Hudson, were also 
present.   
 
Chairman Littman asked if the developer has control of the frontage parcels on 
Wattles Road and if / how he has control of the area that is going to be the 
easement for the retention pond.   
 
Mr. Rice stated they have control of the frontage parcels, but noted that some of the 
parcels remain under an option agreement and closing on those parcels would be 
scheduled some time next year.   
 
Mr. Mercurio said there are no definite development plans for that portion of the 
property at this time, noting it may remain as is or possibly residential homes may 
be built on the property.  He confirmed that the property is usable as it is currently 
zoned.   
 
Chairman Littman opened the floor for public comment. 
 
Robert Smith, 1340 Burns Drive, was present.  Mr. Smith’s home is adjacent to the 
east end of the proposed development.  Mr. Smith said he was informed by the 
DNR that the wooded area is a wetlands and no digging or filling of that wetlands is 
allowed.  He said the developer has destroyed the wetlands and the habitat for the 
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red wing blackbirds, muskrats and other indigenous animals.  Mr. Smith stated that 
maple trees, 3 to 4 inch in diameter, have also been destroyed.  Mr. Smith feels the 
proposed development will create additional traffic and increase the difficulty that 
now exists for vehicular traffic to exit onto Wattles Road.  Mr. Smith hopes the 
proposed condominiums will be well constructed and complement the subdivision 
environment.   
 
Mr. Miller confirmed that the City’s Environmentalist Specialist reviewed the 
proposed development and determined that the wetlands are unregulated. 
 
Chairman Littman encouraged Mr. Smith to contact the DNR again for clarification 
on the wetlands. 
 
Mr. Waller encouraged Mr. Smith to keep written records of all communication with 
respect to the proposed project.   
 
Kimberly Flaig of 1219 Judy Drive, Troy, was present.  Ms. Flaig’s home is behind 
the wetlands area.  She voiced her concern that future development of the 
remaining parcels could result in a strip shopping mall.  Ms. Flaig indicated that City 
staff has more than once informed her that the only development that could go in 
this area is single family homes or a church.  She said she wants the residential 
environment to remain.  Ms. Flaig voiced her concern with potential flooding as a 
result of the development.  Ms. Flaig stated she may pursue adverse possession as 
a device to slow or halt the development, and noted she has maintained a portion 
of the land behind her home since the subdivision was built more than 15 years 
ago.  Ms. Flaig insisted that the value of the proposed condominiums be greater 
than the current value of the subdivision homes, referencing a price range of 
$400,000.  She cited that if the condominium development is constructed similar to 
the recent condominiums that are behind Blockbuster next to Tom’s Landscaping, 
she and the neighbors would file a petition in opposition.  Ms. Flaig said that the 
proposed development would increase traffic congestion and jeopardize the safety 
of school children.  Ms. Flaig voiced a concern that the condominiums would not 
sell quickly because of the market’s current glut.    
 
Chairman Littman explained that the charge of the Planning Commission is to 
review and determine if the site plan conforms to the laws, rules and regulations of 
the City.  He informed Ms. Flaig that adverse possession would be handled through 
the court system.  
 
The floor was closed. 
 
Mr. Miller clarified that the proposed development is within the R-1C zoning district, 
which is the same zoning district of the neighboring subdivision.  He informed 
concerned residents in the audience that a site condominium development must 
adhere to the same requirements of a single family residential subdivision, but 
noted a site condominium development is merely an alternative method of platting a 
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residential subdivision.  Mr. Miller stated the City is required by law to permit the 
development of site condominiums, and further explained the ownership 
differences between subdivisions and condominiums for which the City cannot 
discriminate.   
 
Ms. Lancaster, confirming Mr. Miller’s statements, encouraged the residents to 
review the informative Comparison between Site Condos and Plats prepared by the 
Planning Department.  She stated there are homeowner associations for 
condominiums, as well as residential subdivisions.  Ms. Lancaster explained that 
the charge of the Planning Commission is to make a recommendation to City 
Council as to whether or not the site plan meets the requirements of the City 
ordinance.  She stated that City Council has final approval of the site plan and has 
no control over taxes.  Ms. Lancaster said the Planning Commission cannot give 
consideration to the value of a house, and has no authority over the pricing of the 
homes.  Ms. Lancaster said the Planning Commission is very aware of adverse 
possession, but clarified that the Commission cannot delay the process of a 
particular site plan that meets City requirements based upon a threat of adverse 
possession.  Ms. Lancaster confirmed the City has no ordinance with respect to 
wetlands and, therefore, has no authority on non-regulated wetlands.   
 
Chairman Littman informed the audience that further questions or concerns could 
be discussed with the City Attorney’s Office, City Council or the Planning 
Department.   
 
Mr. Kramer said it would be in the best interest of the City and the Planning 
Commission to look at a proposal that gives consideration to the whole area, 
particularly, since the petitioner has indicated that the area is under his control.  
 
Mr. Vleck voiced opposition, citing that the proposal in front of the Commission 
appears to meet all ordinance requirements and suggested the Commission move 
forward with the proposal.   
 
Resolution # PC-2003-11-049 
Moved by:  Kramer 
Seconded by: Storrs 
 
RESOLVED, That the Preliminary Site Plan as requested for Wattles Ridge Site 
Condominium be tabled for further discussion at the December 2, 2003 
Special/Study Meeting for consideration of a proposal from the developer for the 
entire R-1C property.   
 
Yes: Kramer, Littman, Storrs 
No: Schultz, Strat, Vleck, Waller 
Absent: Chamberlain, Wright 
 
MOTION DENIED 
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A brief discussion followed.   
 
Chairman Littman stated the Planning Commission is to look and understand what 
is going on with future development, and the only way one can provide for the 
orderly development of an area is to know what is going on in the future. 
 
Resolution # PC-2003-11-050 
Moved by: Vleck 
Seconded by: Schultz 
 
RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission recommends to City Council that 
the Preliminary Site Plan, as requested for Wattles Ridge Site Condominium, 
including 14 units, located south of Wattles Road and east of Rochester Road, 
Section 23, within the R-1C zoning district be granted, subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
1. Dedication of a 20-foot wide public access way to the City of Troy as part of 

the retention area, including a 12-foot wide paved public access drive. 
 
Yes: Kramer, Schultz, Strat, Vleck, Waller 
No: Littman, Storrs 
Absent: Chamberlain, Wright 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
 
Mr. Storrs is not in favor of the proposal because he believes the development 
should have a connection to Wattles Road, and he would like to see something 
concrete from the developer as to how he can utilize the R1-C zoning in future 
development.  Mr. Storrs also encouraged the residents to address City Council 
with their concerns on potential water issues as a result of the proposed 
development. 
 
Chairman Littman said his reason for voting no has already been stated.  He 
noted the concerns of the residents are on record, and it is hoped that the 
Commission has provided them with some direction.  Chairman Littman 
announced that the proposal would go before City Council for their review and 
approval in approximately one month. 
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UNPLATTED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LEVELS OF APPROVAL 
 

Preliminary Plan Approval  
A sign is placed on the property informing the public of the proposed development. 
Adjacent property owners are notified by mail 
Public meeting held by Planning Commission for review and recommendation to City Council 
City Council reviews and approvals plan 
 
The following items are addressed at Preliminary Plan Approval: 

• Street Pattern, including potential stub streets for future development 
• Potential development pattern for adjacent properties 
• Fully dimensioned residential parcel layout, including proposed building configurations 

o Number of lots 
o Building setbacks 
o Lot dimensions 
o Locations of easements 

• Preliminary sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and water main layout 
• Environmental Impact Statement (if required) 
• Location(s) of wetlands on the property 
 

Final Plan Approval 
Notice sign is posted on site 
City Council review and approval of: 

• Final Plan 
• Contract for Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private Agreement) 
 

The following items are addressed at Final Plan Approval: 
• Fully dimensioned plans of the total property proposed for development, prepared by 

registered Civil Engineer or Land Surveyor 
• Corners of all proposed residential parcels and other points as necessary to determine 

that the potential parcels and building configurations will conform with ordinance 
requirements 

• Warranty Deeds and Easement documents, in recordable form for all ROW. and 
easements which are to be conveyed to the public 

• Construction plans for all utilities and street improvements, prepared in accordance 
with City Engineering Design Standards: 

o Sanitary and Storm sewer 
o Water mains 
o Detention / Retention basins 
o Grading and rear yard drainage 
o Paving and widening lanes 
o Sidewalk and driveway approaches 

• Approval from other government agencies involved with the development 
• Verification of wetlands and M.D.E.Q. permit if necessary 
• Financial guarantees to insure the construction of required improvements and the 

placement of proper property and parcel monuments and markers shall be furnished 
by the petitioner prior to submittal of the Final Plan to the City Council for review and 
approval 

• Floor Plans and Elevations of the proposed residential units 
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COMPARISON BETWEEN SITE CONDOMINIUMS AND PLATS   

 
The site condominium is a form of development that closely resembles the more 
traditional form of land subdivision known as a “subdivision” or a “plat”.  Although both 
types of development have the same basic characteristics, site condominiums are a 
newer form of development and are not, therefore, as familiar to homebuyers and 
neighbors as the more customary plats.  An important concept related to any type of 
condominium development is that condominiums are a form of OWNERSHIP, not a type 
of physical development. 
 
The following summary is intended to compare and contrast the two types of 
development. 
 

1. Comparisons between site condominiums and plats. 
 

a. Statutory Basis – Site condominium subdivisions first became possible 
under the Michigan Condominium Act, which was adopted by the Michigan 
Legislature in 1978.  Plats are created under the Michigan Land Division 
Act, formerly the Michigan Subdivision Control Act of 1967. 

 
b. Nature and Extent of Property Ownership – An individual homesite 

building in a platted subdivision is called a “lot”.  In a site condominium, 
each separate building site or homesite is referred to by the Condominium 
Act as a “unit”.  Each unit is surrounded by “limited common area”, which is 
defined as common elements reserved in the master deed for the exclusive 
use of less than all of the co-owners”.  The remaining area in the site 
condominium is “general common area”, defined as the common elements 
reserved in the master deed for the use of all of the co-owners.  The nature 
and extent of ownership of a platted lot and a condominium unit, with the 
associated limited common area, are essentially equivalent from both a 
practical and legal standpoint. 

 
c. Compliance with Zoning Ordinance – Both site condominiums and 

subdivisions are required to comply with the minimum requirements of the 
City of Troy Zoning Ordinance for area and bulk, including minimum lot 
size, lot width, setbacks and building height.  Essentially, site 
condominiums and subdivisions in Troy must “look” similar.   

 
d. Creation/Legal Document – A site condominium is established by 

recording in the records of the county in which the land is located a master 
deed, bylaws and condominium subdivision plan (“plan”).  A platted 
subdivision is created by the recording of a subdivision plat (“plat”), usually 
coupled with a declaration of easements, covenants, conditions and 
restrictions   The plan depicts the condominium units and limited and 
general common areas, while the plat defines the lots.  Both have 
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substantially the same geometrical appearance and characteristics.  The 
master deed and bylaws on the one hand and the declaration on the other 
have essentially the same functions with respect to the site condominium or 
platted subdivision, namely, establishment of:  (i) building and use 
restrictions; (ii) rights of homeowners to use common areas; (iii) financial 
obligations of owners; and, (iv) procedures for operation of the subdivision. 

 
e. Home Maintenance and Real Estate Taxes – Each unit and lot, as 

respectively depicted on a condominium plan or subdivision plat, together 
with any home located thereon, are required to be individually maintained 
by the owner.  Likewise, separate real estate taxes are assessed on each 
condominium unit or platted lot and paid individually by each homeowner. 

 
f. Roads and Utilities – In most plats, roads are dedicated to the public and 

maintained by the county road commission or the municipality in which the 
subdivision is located.  Site condominium roads can be either public or 
private.  Sanitary sewer and water supply are public in both.  Storm water 
detention can vary between public and private dedication in both platted 
and condominium subdivisions.   

 
g. Common Areas – In a site condominium, general common areas, such as 

open space, entrance areas and storm drainage system, are owned by 
condominium unit owners in common as an incident of ownership of each 
unit.  In a platted subdivision, legal title to common areas is owned by a 
homeowners association.  In both forms of development, a homeowners 
association administers the common areas for the benefit of all 
homeowners equally. 

 
h. Homeowners Association – It is important in both types of development 

to incorporate a homeowners association compromised of all lot owners or 
unit owners, as the case may be, to maintain common areas, enforce 
restrictions and regulations, collect assessments and otherwise administer 
the common affairs of the development.  Because the Condominium Act 
confers special enforcement powers upon homeowner associations, which 
are not characteristic of platted subdivision associations, it is generally 
thought that the condominium form is superior from the standpoint of 
enforcing rules and regulations of the private community. 

 
i. Financial Obligations of Homeowners – In both types of development, 

the homeowners association is given the power to assess property owners 
to pay for maintenance of all common areas and other expenses of 
administration.  Failure to pay give rise to a lien on the defaulting owner’s 
homesite thus providing financial security that the common areas will be 
properly maintained for the benefit of all homeowners. 
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j. Public Relations – The same types of public health, safety and welfare 
regulations apply to both forms of development.  Procedurally, the methods 
of applying for and obtaining plat or condominium plan approval are similar 
at the municipal level. 

 
k. Unique Characteristics of Condominium Unit Purchase – The 

Condominium Act provides special benefits for site condominium unit 
purchasers:  (i) a 9-day period after signing a purchase agreement within 
which a purchaser may withdraw without penalty; and (ii) a requirement that 
all condominium documents, supplemented by an explanatory disclosure 
statement, be furnished to all purchasers at the time of entry into a 
purchase agreement.  There are no similar benefits to purchasers provided 
under the Land Division Act. 

 
l. Local and State Review – Both development types require City Council 

approval, following a recommendation by the Planning Commission.  Unlike 
subdivisions, site condominiums do not require the review and approval of 
the Michigan Department of Consumer and Industry Services. For this 
reason it can sometimes take a substantially shorter period of time to obtain 
necessary public approvals of site condominiums than platted subdivisions.   

 
2. Reason for choosing one form versus another. 

 
Developers and municipalities often prefer the site condominium approach 
because of better control of market timing.  It should be emphasized that the 
site condominium choice never sacrifices any public protections that would 
otherwise be present in the case of a platted subdivision under similar 
circumstances. 

 
3. Conclusion. 

 
The platted subdivision approach and the newer site condominium technique 
are two different statutory methods of reaching essentially the same practical 
and legal result of subdividing real estate into separate residential building 
sites.  Both methods are required to meet substantially the same public health, 
safety and welfare requirements.  The site condominium is sometimes chosen 
over the platted subdivisions because of perceived benefits to purchasers, 
homeowners, and developers. 

 
 
 









 1

January 19, 2004 
 
TO:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
FROM: Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Steve Vandette, City Engineer 

Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM - FINAL SITE CONDOMINIUM REVIEW (REVISED) 

– Colleen Meadows Site Condominium, west of Dequindre Road and 
south of Square Lake Road, section 12 – R-1C. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
City Council granted Final Site Condominium Approval on June 16, 2003.  A minor 
drafting error of 5 ½ inches was discovered while reviewing the condominium 
drawings for the Master Deed.  The Final Site Condominium Plan was revised to 
correct the error and has been resubmitted for City Council approval. 
 
The proposed site condominium complies with all applicable ordinance 
requirements.  City Management recommends approval of the Final Plan for 
Colleen Meadows Site Condominium. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of Owner / Applicant: 
Golden Homes, Inc. 
 
Location of subject property: 
The property is located west of Dequindre Road and south of Square Lake Road, 
section 12. 
 
Size of subject parcel: 
The parcel is approximately 7.5 acres in size. 
 
Description of proposed development, including number and density of units: 
The applicant is proposing a total of 20 detached single family condominiums on 
7.5 acres, a density of 2.7 units per acre.  
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Attachments: 
1. Maps 
2. Letter from Land Engineering Services Inc. dated January 14, 2004 
3. Contract for Installation of Municipal Improvements 
4. Unplatted Residential Development Levels of Approval 
5. Comparison Between Site Condominiums and Plats 
6. Site Condominium Plan for Colleen Meadows 
 
 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/Colleen Site Condominium 





















UNPLATTED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LEVELS OF APPROVAL 
 

Preliminary Plan Approval  
A sign is placed on the property informing the public of the proposed development. 
Adjacent property owners are notified by mail 
Public meeting held by Planning Commission for review and recommendation to City Council 
City Council reviews and approvals plan 
 
The following items are addressed at Preliminary Plan Approval: 

• Street Pattern, including potential stub streets for future development 
• Potential development pattern for adjacent properties 
• Fully dimensioned residential parcel layout, including proposed building configurations 

o Number of lots 
o Building setbacks 
o Lot dimensions 
o Locations of easements 

• Preliminary sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and water main layout 
• Environmental Impact Statement (if required) 
• Location(s) of wetlands on the property 
 

Final Plan Approval 
Notice sign is posted on site 
City Council review and approval of: 

• Final Plan 
• Contract for Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private Agreement) 
 

The following items are addressed at Final Plan Approval: 
• Fully dimensioned plans of the total property proposed for development, prepared by 

registered Civil Engineer or Land Surveyor 
• Corners of all proposed residential parcels and other points as necessary to determine 

that the potential parcels and building configurations will conform with ordinance 
requirements 

• Warranty Deeds and Easement documents, in recordable form for all ROW. and 
easements which are to be conveyed to the public 

• Construction plans for all utilities and street improvements, prepared in accordance 
with City Engineering Design Standards: 

o Sanitary and Storm sewer 
o Water mains 
o Detention / Retention basins 
o Grading and rear yard drainage 
o Paving and widening lanes 
o Sidewalk and driveway approaches 

• Approval from other government agencies involved with the development 
• Verification of wetlands and M.D.E.Q. permit if necessary 
• Financial guarantees to insure the construction of required improvements and the 

placement of proper property and parcel monuments and markers shall be furnished 
by the petitioner prior to submittal of the Final Plan to the City Council for review and 
approval 

• Floor Plans and Elevations of the proposed residential units 
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COMPARISON BETWEEN SITE CONDOMINIUMS AND PLATS   

 
The site condominium is a form of development that closely resembles the more 
traditional form of land subdivision known as a “subdivision” or a “plat”.  Although both 
types of development have the same basic characteristics, site condominiums are a 
newer form of development and are not, therefore, as familiar to homebuyers and 
neighbors as the more customary plats.  An important concept related to any type of 
condominium development is that condominiums are a form of OWNERSHIP, not a type 
of physical development. 
 
The following summary is intended to compare and contrast the two types of 
development. 
 

1. Comparisons between site condominiums and plats. 
 

a. Statutory Basis – Site condominium subdivisions first became possible 
under the Michigan Condominium Act, which was adopted by the Michigan 
Legislature in 1978.  Plats are created under the Michigan Land Division 
Act, formerly the Michigan Subdivision Control Act of 1967. 

 
b. Nature and Extent of Property Ownership – An individual homesite 

building in a platted subdivision is called a “lot”.  In a site condominium, 
each separate building site or homesite is referred to by the Condominium 
Act as a “unit”.  Each unit is surrounded by “limited common area”, which is 
defined as common elements reserved in the master deed for the exclusive 
use of less than all of the co-owners”.  The remaining area in the site 
condominium is “general common area”, defined as the common elements 
reserved in the master deed for the use of all of the co-owners.  The nature 
and extent of ownership of a platted lot and a condominium unit, with the 
associated limited common area, are essentially equivalent from both a 
practical and legal standpoint. 

 
c. Compliance with Zoning Ordinance – Both site condominiums and 

subdivisions are required to comply with the minimum requirements of the 
City of Troy Zoning Ordinance for area and bulk, including minimum lot 
size, lot width, setbacks and building height.  Essentially, site 
condominiums and subdivisions in Troy must “look” similar.   

 
d. Creation/Legal Document – A site condominium is established by 

recording in the records of the county in which the land is located a master 
deed, bylaws and condominium subdivision plan (“plan”).  A platted 
subdivision is created by the recording of a subdivision plat (“plat”), usually 
coupled with a declaration of easements, covenants, conditions and 
restrictions   The plan depicts the condominium units and limited and 
general common areas, while the plat defines the lots.  Both have 
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substantially the same geometrical appearance and characteristics.  The 
master deed and bylaws on the one hand and the declaration on the other 
have essentially the same functions with respect to the site condominium or 
platted subdivision, namely, establishment of:  (i) building and use 
restrictions; (ii) rights of homeowners to use common areas; (iii) financial 
obligations of owners; and, (iv) procedures for operation of the subdivision. 

 
e. Home Maintenance and Real Estate Taxes – Each unit and lot, as 

respectively depicted on a condominium plan or subdivision plat, together 
with any home located thereon, are required to be individually maintained 
by the owner.  Likewise, separate real estate taxes are assessed on each 
condominium unit or platted lot and paid individually by each homeowner. 

 
f. Roads and Utilities – In most plats, roads are dedicated to the public and 

maintained by the county road commission or the municipality in which the 
subdivision is located.  Site condominium roads can be either public or 
private.  Sanitary sewer and water supply are public in both.  Storm water 
detention can vary between public and private dedication in both platted 
and condominium subdivisions.   

 
g. Common Areas – In a site condominium, general common areas, such as 

open space, entrance areas and storm drainage system, are owned by 
condominium unit owners in common as an incident of ownership of each 
unit.  In a platted subdivision, legal title to common areas is owned by a 
homeowners association.  In both forms of development, a homeowners 
association administers the common areas for the benefit of all 
homeowners equally. 

 
h. Homeowners Association – It is important in both types of development 

to incorporate a homeowners association compromised of all lot owners or 
unit owners, as the case may be, to maintain common areas, enforce 
restrictions and regulations, collect assessments and otherwise administer 
the common affairs of the development.  Because the Condominium Act 
confers special enforcement powers upon homeowner associations, which 
are not characteristic of platted subdivision associations, it is generally 
thought that the condominium form is superior from the standpoint of 
enforcing rules and regulations of the private community. 

 
i. Financial Obligations of Homeowners – In both types of development, 

the homeowners association is given the power to assess property owners 
to pay for maintenance of all common areas and other expenses of 
administration.  Failure to pay give rise to a lien on the defaulting owner’s 
homesite thus providing financial security that the common areas will be 
properly maintained for the benefit of all homeowners. 

 



PREPARED BY CITY OF TROY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 
01-17-03 

j. Public Relations – The same types of public health, safety and welfare 
regulations apply to both forms of development.  Procedurally, the methods 
of applying for and obtaining plat or condominium plan approval are similar 
at the municipal level. 

 
k. Unique Characteristics of Condominium Unit Purchase – The 

Condominium Act provides special benefits for site condominium unit 
purchasers:  (i) a 9-day period after signing a purchase agreement within 
which a purchaser may withdraw without penalty; and (ii) a requirement that 
all condominium documents, supplemented by an explanatory disclosure 
statement, be furnished to all purchasers at the time of entry into a 
purchase agreement.  There are no similar benefits to purchasers provided 
under the Land Division Act. 

 
l. Local and State Review – Both development types require City Council 

approval, following a recommendation by the Planning Commission.  Unlike 
subdivisions, site condominiums do not require the review and approval of 
the Michigan Department of Consumer and Industry Services. For this 
reason it can sometimes take a substantially shorter period of time to obtain 
necessary public approvals of site condominiums than platted subdivisions.   

 
2. Reason for choosing one form versus another. 

 
Developers and municipalities often prefer the site condominium approach 
because of better control of market timing.  It should be emphasized that the 
site condominium choice never sacrifices any public protections that would 
otherwise be present in the case of a platted subdivision under similar 
circumstances. 

 
3. Conclusion. 

 
The platted subdivision approach and the newer site condominium technique 
are two different statutory methods of reaching essentially the same practical 
and legal result of subdividing real estate into separate residential building 
sites.  Both methods are required to meet substantially the same public health, 
safety and welfare requirements.  The site condominium is sometimes chosen 
over the platted subdivisions because of perceived benefits to purchasers, 
homeowners, and developers. 

 
 
 



DATE: January 19, 2004 
 
TO: John Szerlag, City Manager  
 
FROM: Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manger/Services 

Steve Vandette, City Engineer 
Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 

 
SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM - FINAL PLAT APPROVAL – The Estates at Cambridge 

Subdivision, East Side of Beach Road, North of Wattles, Section 18, R-1B 
 
Joe Cracchiolo submitted the Final Plat for The Estates at Cambridge Subdivision, 
consisting of 10 lots and a detention basin, within a 6.09-acre property.  The subject 
property is on the east side of Beach Road and north of Wattles Road, in section 18.  A 
shallow-sloped unfenced stormwater detention basin will be accessible via a service drive 
from Raven Wood Court, and will ultimately be conveyed to the City for maintenance, along 
with a maintenance deposit.  On June 2, 2003, City Council granted Final Approval of the 
Preliminary Plat for this proposed subdivision.  A summary of the plat approval process is 
enclosed for informational purposes.  
 
The City Engineer and the Planning Director reviewed this plat in accordance with Section 
3.04 of the Subdivision Control Ordinance.  The proposed Final Plat is consistent with the 
approved Final Preliminary Plat.  Therefore, City Management recommends approval of 
the Final Plat of The Estates at Cambridge Subdivision (10 lots). 
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Maps 
2. Platted Residential Development Levels of Approval 
3. Comparison Between Site Condominiums and Plats 

 
 
 
cc: Joe Cracchiolo 
 File/ The Estates at Cambridge 
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PLATTED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LEVELS OF APPROVAL  
 

Tentative Preliminary Plat Approval 
 
The following items are included in the Tentative Approval process: 

• Existing Conditions 
• Tree Preservation Plan 
• Street layout 
• Number of lots 
• Building setbacks 
• Lot dimensions 
• Stub Street for possible future developments 
• Locations of easements 
• The Planning Department analyses the potential future development of the 

abutting property. 
• The developer must provide locations of wetlands and natural features on the 

property and the method of preservation. 
• An environmental impact statement is required if the development consists of 25 

lots or more. 
• A sign is placed on the property informing the public of the proposed 

development. 
• A notice of the public meeting before Planning Commission is mailed to the 

abutting property owners. 
 
Final Preliminary Plat Approval  
 
The following items are included in the  Preliminary Plat- Final Approval process: 

• Determine that all city development standards are met and complied with. 
• Capacity of sanitary and storm sewers 
• Size and location of Water mains 
• Size and location of Detention / Retention basins 
• Grading and rear yard drainage 
• Paving and widening lanes 
• Financial guarantees 
• Sidewalk and driveway approaches 
• Approval from other government agencies involved with the development. 
• Verification of wetlands and M.D.E.Q. permit if necessary. 
• Agreements, covenants or other documents for the dedication of land for public 

use or property owners use. 
 
Final Plat Approval 
 
Final Approval checks for conformance with the approved Tentative and Final 
Preliminary Plats and that all property conveyances such as R.O.W, Easements, Open 
Space and Parks are in proper order. 
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COMPARISON BETWEEN SITE CONDOMINIUMS AND PLATS   

 
The site condominium is a form of development that closely resembles the more 
traditional form of land subdivision known as a “subdivision” or a “plat”.  Although both 
types of development have the same basic characteristics, site condominiums are a 
newer form of development and are not, therefore, as familiar to homebuyers and 
neighbors as the more customary plats.  An important concept related to any type of 
condominium development is that condominiums are a form of OWNERSHIP, not a type 
of physical development. 
 
The following summary is intended to compare and contrast the two types of 
development. 
 

1. Comparisons between site condominiums and plats. 
 

a. Statutory Basis – Site condominium subdivisions first became possible 
under the Michigan Condominium Act, which was adopted by the Michigan 
Legislature in 1978.  Plats are created under the Michigan Land Division 
Act, formerly the Michigan Subdivision Control Act of 1967. 

 
b. Nature and Extent of Property Ownership – An individual homesite 

building in a platted subdivision is called a “lot”.  In a site condominium, 
each separate building site or homesite is referred to by the Condominium 
Act as a “unit”.  Each unit is surrounded by “limited common area”, which is 
defined as common elements reserved in the master deed for the exclusive 
use of less than all of the co-owners”.  The remaining area in the site 
condominium is “general common area”, defined as the common elements 
reserved in the master deed for the use of all of the co-owners.  The nature 
and extent of ownership of a platted lot and a condominium unit, with the 
associated limited common area, are essentially equivalent from both a 
practical and legal standpoint. 

 
c. Compliance with Zoning Ordinance – Both site condominiums and 

subdivisions are required to comply with the minimum requirements of the 
City of Troy Zoning Ordinance for area and bulk, including minimum lot 
size, lot width, setbacks and building height.  Essentially, site 
condominiums and subdivisions in Troy must “look” similar.   

 
d. Creation/Legal Document – A site condominium is established by 

recording in the records of the county in which the land is located a master 
deed, bylaws and condominium subdivision plan (“plan”).  A platted 
subdivision is created by the recording of a subdivision plat (“plat”), usually 
coupled with a declaration of easements, covenants, conditions and 
restrictions   The plan depicts the condominium units and limited and 
general common areas, while the plat defines the lots.  Both have 



PREPARED BY CITY OF TROY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 
01-17-03 

substantially the same geometrical appearance and characteristics.  The 
master deed and bylaws on the one hand and the declaration on the other 
have essentially the same functions with respect to the site condominium or 
platted subdivision, namely, establishment of:  (i) building and use 
restrictions; (ii) rights of homeowners to use common areas; (iii) financial 
obligations of owners; and, (iv) procedures for operation of the subdivision. 

 
e. Home Maintenance and Real Estate Taxes – Each unit and lot, as 

respectively depicted on a condominium plan or subdivision plat, together 
with any home located thereon, are required to be individually maintained 
by the owner.  Likewise, separate real estate taxes are assessed on each 
condominium unit or platted lot and paid individually by each homeowner. 

 
f. Roads and Utilities – In most plats, roads are dedicated to the public and 

maintained by the county road commission or the municipality in which the 
subdivision is located.  Site condominium roads can be either public or 
private.  Sanitary sewer and water supply are public in both.  Storm water 
detention can vary between public and private dedication in both platted 
and condominium subdivisions.   

 
g. Common Areas – In a site condominium, general common areas, such as 

open space, entrance areas and storm drainage system, are owned by 
condominium unit owners in common as an incident of ownership of each 
unit.  In a platted subdivision, legal title to common areas is owned by a 
homeowners association.  In both forms of development, a homeowners 
association administers the common areas for the benefit of all 
homeowners equally. 

 
h. Homeowners Association – It is important in both types of development 

to incorporate a homeowners association compromised of all lot owners or 
unit owners, as the case may be, to maintain common areas, enforce 
restrictions and regulations, collect assessments and otherwise administer 
the common affairs of the development.  Because the Condominium Act 
confers special enforcement powers upon homeowner associations, which 
are not characteristic of platted subdivision associations, it is generally 
thought that the condominium form is superior from the standpoint of 
enforcing rules and regulations of the private community. 

 
i. Financial Obligations of Homeowners – In both types of development, 

the homeowners association is given the power to assess property owners 
to pay for maintenance of all common areas and other expenses of 
administration.  Failure to pay give rise to a lien on the defaulting owner’s 
homesite thus providing financial security that the common areas will be 
properly maintained for the benefit of all homeowners. 
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j. Public Relations – The same types of public health, safety and welfare 
regulations apply to both forms of development.  Procedurally, the methods 
of applying for and obtaining plat or condominium plan approval are similar 
at the municipal level. 

 
k. Unique Characteristics of Condominium Unit Purchase – The 

Condominium Act provides special benefits for site condominium unit 
purchasers:  (i) a 9-day period after signing a purchase agreement within 
which a purchaser may withdraw without penalty; and (ii) a requirement that 
all condominium documents, supplemented by an explanatory disclosure 
statement, be furnished to all purchasers at the time of entry into a 
purchase agreement.  There are no similar benefits to purchasers provided 
under the Land Division Act. 

 
l. Local and State Review – Both development types require City Council 

approval, following a recommendation by the Planning Commission.  Unlike 
subdivisions, site condominiums do not require the review and approval of 
the Michigan Department of Consumer and Industry Services. For this 
reason it can sometimes take a substantially shorter period of time to obtain 
necessary public approvals of site condominiums than platted subdivisions.   

 
2. Reason for choosing one form versus another. 

 
Developers and municipalities often prefer the site condominium approach 
because of better control of market timing.  It should be emphasized that the 
site condominium choice never sacrifices any public protections that would 
otherwise be present in the case of a platted subdivision under similar 
circumstances. 

 
3. Conclusion. 

 
The platted subdivision approach and the newer site condominium technique 
are two different statutory methods of reaching essentially the same practical 
and legal result of subdividing real estate into separate residential building 
sites.  Both methods are required to meet substantially the same public health, 
safety and welfare requirements.  The site condominium is sometimes chosen 
over the platted subdivisions because of perceived benefits to purchasers, 
homeowners, and developers. 

 
 
 



January 22, 2004 
 
 
 

TO:   The Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Request for Study Session to Discuss Council Members’   
   Responses During Individual Meetings with City Manager 
 
 
 
Delineated below is a compilation of responses received during our individual 
meetings.  When possible I have made the responses interest-based so as to 
combine similar philosophies of some Council members.  As such, please let me 
know if you would like to make an addition to this compilation so that we may 
discuss that issue(s) as well.   
 
1) What do you want the City of Troy to excel at 5, 10 and 20 years from 

now?   
 
RESPONSES: 
 
• Balanced tax rate; high level of service, quality schools, high property values, 

and high quality of life. 
 
• A financially secure and economically viable city.  Focus on redevelopment 

efforts and in particular the Maple Road corridor.  The master land use plan 
should be adhered to as we strive to keep property values high. 

 
• Continue to remain one of America’s safest cities, as well as being an annual 

recipient of the life safety award for our Fire Department.  We should be 
mindful to maintain quality preservation of open space, and economic 
vitality.  We should strive for excellent infrastructure with a high standard of 
quality of life services.  We should also have a strong property maintenance 
code, which keeps property values up.  Also, we need to be careful on 
issuing density bonuses without a corresponding benefit to the community. 

 
• We are a stellar community and should strive to maintain it in that fashion. 
 
• We need to reinvent ourselves from within and calibrate focus to changes in 

demographics and community needs. 
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• We need to maintain the spirit of volunteerism for the Fire Department, as 

well as outside organizations managing recreation programs like baseball 
boosters, and Troy Cowboys. 
 

• Recreation program, including cricket, should be handled whereby players 
assume most of the costs. 
 

• We should be producing the highest level of service at the most efficient 
cost, with Management to operationally define efficiency.  We should 
continue to examine privatization with public/private partnerships.  Operating 
more efficiently could include consolidation of functions/services. 
 

• Lower millage rate. 
 

• Troy to become the IT capital of Oakland County as well as the invention 
capital.  The DDA and SMARTzone projects heretofore reach fruition and 
enhance/sustain economic development. 
 

• Continual improvement of alternate methods of transportation such as bike 
trials, sidewalks, and street construction.  Encourage public/private 
partnerships in this regard.   
 

• Ultimately, Troy is Oakland County’s destination point to live, work, and 
play.  There will be outstanding infrastructure improvements and 
advancements made toward a functional mass transit system.   

 
2) How do you feel about transferring the debt service millage to operating 

millage, without increasing the overall rate of 9.45 mils?   
 
RESPONSES: 
 
• Two members responded “yes”. 
 
• One member responded with a conditional “yes”, as opposed to borrowing 

from reserves.  However, Management needs to illustrate the impact of the 
components that make up the General Fund budget. 
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• Four members responded “no”.  However, three members indicated that the 

.75 mils could be kept for further bonding/reserving of capital projects.  One 
member indicated to look at an increase in fees, and bonded infrastructure 
projects should be approved by the voters, which is already the case. 

 
3) City Management believes that we should ideally maintain a fund balance of 

17% but not drop below 10%.  What is your opinion on this?   
 

RESPONSES: 
 
• One member indicated that dropping Fund Balance to 5% is OK, so long as 

we do not adversely affect our high standard of operating the City. 
 
• Four members indicated that 10% is OK with the various qualifications; 
 

o Do not raise taxes in order to achieve it 
o Funding should be included in the Budget Stabilization Fund 
o Any increases over 10% to the Fund Balance should be transferred to 

the Budget Stabilization Fund 
 

4) Is it more important to: 
 
a. Maintain the same level of service, even if it means a tax increase  

within our authorized limit, or  
 

b. Reduce the level of service in order to maintain the overall rate of 9.45 
  mils? 

 
RESPONSES: 
 
• It’s OK to raise taxes as long as we operate in the most efficient fashion. 
 
• We should prioritize all services and then look at fees to maintain some 

services, and cut other services in the lower end of priorities.  If that results 
in a level of service that’s undesirable, then taxes could be raised. 
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• It’s OK to have a tax increase but we must also prioritize services and be 

innovative.  Additionally, we should strive for cooperation with the school 
district to share services. 

 
• For quality of life services, there should be an increase in fees before an 

increase in taxes. 
 
• For non-essential/quality of life services, fees should be increased or perhaps 

a decrease in level of service.  It may be OK to increase taxes for essential 
services.  In any event, a business case should be included justifying any 
increase in fees.  We should also look at staffing levels and plan for future 
efficiencies.  

 
• There should be another alternative “c.” to raise fees appropriately for non-

essential services; and have an increase in taxes for essential services. 
 
• There should be another category to respond to that pertains to revenue/cost 

improvements.  An example is looking at DDA spending reductions if the 
voters turn down the authority to construct a conference/hotel facility.  We 
should also strive to change the property tax law to enable assessments to 
increase in conjunction with occupancy increases.  Further, productivity 
efficiencies could be measured in terms of bond rating, full-time employees 
per capita, citizen survey results, measurables to private sector when 
applicable, privatization. 

 
5) In a general sense, please prioritize capital expenditures in terms of: 
 
 a. Infrastructure 

b. IT improvements 
 c. Park development 
 
RESPONSES: 
 
• All of you indicated that infrastructure was a top priority. 
 
• Four of you indicated that IT improvements are the second priority with one 

person indicating that IT and park improvements are tied for second place.  
One of you indicated that IT improvements are third. 
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• Two of you believe park development is the second priority and four of you 

believe it’s the third priority. 
 
6) What’s the one thing we do as an organization that you’re most proud of? 
 
RESPONSES: 
 
• Public safety (Police/Fire).  We provide great leadership in the County and 

State and also a high degree of ancillary services like home inspections when 
residents are on vacation.  We practice high customer service and invest in 
training. 
 

• Extremely proud of community per say, as well as professional staff. 
 

• Three members responded with the volunteer fire department. 
 

• Culture of professionalism with special emphasis on responsiveness and 
customer service. 
 

• Volunteerism, in particular, the Fire Department and Boards and Committees.  
Pleased that this spirit is encouraged by professional staff. 
 

7) What’s one thing that you’d like to see us do better? 
 
RESPONSES: 
 
• Be the IT leader in Oakland County.  Achieve more financial independence 

from the State of Michigan.  A portion of the hotel tax should stay in 
Oakland County/City.  Troy should also look into having our State reps push 
for home rule cities keeping part of the sales tax. 
 

• Committee appointments to represent a better cross-section of our 
community.   
 

• Lower spending. 
 

• Proactive in planning for future needs of the City and changing demographic.   
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• More focused on long-term planning; determining a preferred future for the 

City and staying with it; responsibility of the Manager and veteran Council 
Members to assist new Council Members to buy-in for future vision. 

 
• Consistency of message and implementation of stated goals.   

 
• More productive Council meetings through concise communications 

 
8) What’s one thing we’re not doing that you’d like to see us be known for? 
 
RESPONSES: 
 
• Public should be made cognizant that professionals run the City and should 

be contacted first when issues are to be addressed.   
 

• Better training and professional development for staff.   
 

• Nothing, as we’re currently doing very well with our current slate of 
services. 

 
• Regional approach to service delivery. 

 
• Innovative approaches to public/private partnerships with emphasis in the 

areas of land use and transportation. 
 

• Innovative in delivery of information over the Internet; on-line registration for 
all programming. 

 
• Enhanced organization to meet consumer demands/changing demographics 

on both business and residential plains.   
 

• Enhanced quality of life services. 
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9) What else would you like to discuss that pertains to the City of Troy as an 

organization, City Council, or the Council/Manager partnership? 
 
RESPONSES: 
 
• Look into ratio of condos to single family structures as it appears we are 

building too many condos. 
 
• Strive for no direct competition with private businesses based in City. 

 
• Promote competition for water supply. 

 
• Reduce DDA budget if conference/hotel facilities are not approved and return 

monies to taxing jurisdictions. 
 

• Continue philosophy of compliance before conviction. 
 

• Promote ownership of tasks by employees. 
 

• We do very well with what we have, but we need to produce business cases 
to justify cost increases. 
 

• Joint meetings with school board, and Chamber.  Manager and Assistant 
Managers to attend NLC and MML conferences. 
 

• Continued professional development of Manager. 
 

• Proper relationship of Mayor/Council to Manager. 
 

• Continue to implement technology changes so long as it promotes efficiency 
of operations. 
 

• Management to represent City on SOCRRA board. 
 

• Fact sheet for Troy relative to heritage milestones for our last 50 years. 
 

• Strengthen Council/Manager partnership. 
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You have all provided enough topics for discussion for several study sessions.  
However, the issues brought up in questions 2) through 5) are germane to our 
budgetary process.  As such, I’m proposing a study session for February 9, 2004 
to further discuss these topics; hopefully to a cohesive conclusion. 
 
One salient difference between your responses this year compared to previous 
years pertains to funding of essential services versus quality of life services.  
Assuming an efficiency of operation, the trend seems to be a willingness to 
consider a tax rate increase for essential services, but to look at fee increases, and 
perhaps a reduction in quality of life services. 
 
Given the above, we may wish to discuss the feasibility of asking the voters to 
consider a dedicated millage for Parks and Recreation, and a dedicated millage for 
the Library.  Using the Library as a brief example, the net annual operating 
expenses are roughly $4 million.  This is equivalent to about one mil. 
 
In closing, I wish to thank all of you for taking time out of your schedule to meet 
with me in our quest to guide the community of Troy to a preferred future.   
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